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Staude 1 
From the perspective of many theatre historians, it is easy to date the 
periods of seventeenth-century theatre. The English Renaissance stage, which 
featured the talents of Shakespeare, Jonson, Burbage, and Beeston, began during 
the reign of Queen Elizabeth I and continued through the early Stuart monarchs, 
ending abruptly in 1642. Theatre then returned for the Restoration period in 
1660, with the rise of Thomas Betterton, John Dryden, and Elizabeth Barry. The 
in-between period is given perhaps a paragraph of discussion before moving onto 
the theatrical changes that come with the Restoration.  
Yet, when the First Civil War (1642-1646) brought theaters to a close, few 
would have been surprised, if anyone. Theaters would be closed in times of 
national mourning, such as after the death of a monarch, or in times of disease, 
such as during the plague of 1635-36. The closure of theaters on September 2, 
1642 wasn’t so much a response to anti-theatrical Puritan rhetoric, but rather a 
safety measure due to political unrest within London. No one predicted that 
theatre would be suppressed for nearly two decades, nor could they foresee the 
changes that would come to the industry in 1660. 
Many scholars think of the period as a drought for English drama, a dark 
ages, and in some ways, it was. After the violence had momentarily ceased in 
1646, theatre practitioners worked ardently to restore normalcy to their industry; 
to their surprise, this restoration effort met Parliamentary resistance. The 
players, stage practitioners, and playwrights wrote to convince people of the 
value of theatre, and they also performed illegally throughout the late 1640s. But 
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without patronage or permission, the players were often arrested and fined. 
Many of the most famous Renaissance theatres deteriorated or were torn down 
during this period. This rejection of theatre surprised many Londoners, who had 
come to enjoy theatre as a staple of London culture, but it shocked the members 
of the theatre community even more. Men who had devoted their entire lives to 
this art were now left with criminal records and bankruptcy, and it was a only a 
handful of men who managed to bring theatre back at all in 1660. This 
Intertheatrum period (as I will call it) from 1642-1660 centers on the 
preservation and survival of London theatre.  
This period is also a lesson in arts advocacy, as a surprisingly sizable group 
of actors and playwrights published works to argue for the case of theatre, such as 
Richard Baker’s 1642 ​Theatrum Redivivum​, the 1644 ​Actors Remonstrance​, the 
1647 Beaumont and Fletcher folio, and the 1658 re-publication of Heywood’s 
Apology for Actors​.  Theatre practitioners attempted to present theatre as a 
non-partisan issue, but their cause was swept up in the political unrest of the 
time period. Crucially, the 1650s acted as an incubation period for theatre, 
helping it innovate and transform into the artistic changes brought on by the 
Restoration. English opera was birthed from this period with the premiere of 
Davenant’s ​Siege of Rhodes​, along with the development of intricate set designs 
on public stages at the Lincoln Inn’s Fields and the Drury Lane Theater. Most 
notably, this period also gave women their first opportunit y to perform on a 
public stage, a trend that transformed the London theatre community in the 
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1660s. The Intertheatrum Period is marked by the actions and writings of a 
handful of men who refused to allow theatre to be forgotten. ​The elimination, 
suppression, resistance, and ultimate restoration of theatre presents a case for 
arts advocacy and acts as a testament to the members of a theatre community 
who were unwilling to allow theatre to pass away, as well as the sacrifices they 
made to preserve it. 
It is difficult to characterize this period in theatrical history because 
co-opting political terms such as Commonwealth or Interregnum can suggest 
bias. Furthermore, the English Civil War lasted roughly from 1642-1651, and the 
Commonwealth lasted from 1653-1658. Therefore, none of these terms define the 
entire period of theatrical suppression, which is why I have chosen to name it the 
Intertheatrum period. It is a period of both survival and reinvention, a period 
that bridges the Renaissance to the Restoration. It is not a suspension of theatre 
history, nor a drought, but rather a betweenness, linking the Golden Age of 
Elizabeth to the Glorious Revolution of William III. 
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Prologue: “They Lived a Miracle” (1570-1642) 
The Renaissance period of drama emerged from a cohesive London 
theatre community established under Elizabeth I. The religious and political 
structures that developed during her reign allowed for the arts to flourish, and 
she and her court patronized several theatre companies during her forty year 
rule. Chief among these was the King’s Men, though many other companies faded 
in and out of London, such as the Lord Chamberlain’s Men, Queen Anne’s Men, 
and the Prince Charles’s Men. These companies would rise and fall in popularity, 
turning into touring companies or combining smaller companies to form larger 
ones as the market would dictate. Some companies owned their own venues, such 
as the King’s Men and Blackfriars Theatre, and others would partner with theatre 
managers, such as Philip Henslowe, who owned the Fortune Theatre. The King’s 
Men company was the only one that remained relatively constant and financially 
secure, largely due to stable royal patronage. The company was run by 
actor-managers, who were older, well-established members of the theatrical 
gentry; some of the most famous actor managers include Richard Burbage, 
Edward Allyn, John Heminges, and Augustine Philips. These men would run the 
financial and business matters of the company, and usually worked as a 
combination of director, stage manager, producer, and lead actor. As such, actors 
would have worked with a company for decades before stepping into the role of 
an actor manager, as it would require business connections, political savvy, and 
close friends within the theatre community.  
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Two such men were John Lowin and Joseph Taylor, who led the King’s 
Men until its dissolution in 1642, and were active leaders in various attempts to 
revive theatre. John Lowin first appears in the cast lists of the King’s Men in 
1604, playing a boy’s role in Marston’s ​The Malcontent​ with Richard Burbage. He 
was apprenticed as a goldsmith, but apparently turned to acting around the age 
of 27. He was listed as a principal actor in Shakespeare’s folios, as well as Ben 
Jonson’s. He is known to have inherited some of Burbage’s roles after the great 
actor’s death, such as Volpone and Morose. He is credited with originating the 
roles of Bosola in Webster’s ​Duchess of Malfi​, Domitian in Massinger’s ​The 
Roman Actor, ​and the title role in Shakespeare’s ​Henry VIII​. According to 
Martin Butler, “​Lowin excelled in commanding and authoritative roles, but had 
considerable range in both tragedy and comedy. In the Caroline period he and 
Joseph Taylor, Burbage's successor as principal tragedian, were the King's Men's 
most senior actors and typically appeared in tandem, Taylor playing Mosca to 
Lowin's Volpone, Amnito​r to his Melantius, Paris to his Domitian, and Ferdinand 
to his Bosola.”  These men are vital parts of the history of the King’s Men and the 
1
theatrical traditions of the Renaissance, and as such, they play key roles for the 
survival of theatre in the tumultuous 1640s. 
Joseph Taylor had a different route into the King’s Men, one that prepared 
him for working with minimal resources, as he would be forced to do in the 
1640s. He is credited as a founding member of the Duke of York’s Men in 1610, 
1 ​Butler, Martin. “John Lowin.” ​Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. ​Web, Nov 10, 2017. 
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under patronage of the ten-year-old Prince Charles. A year later, he left to form 
the Lady Elizabeth’s men, patronized by the younger daughter of James I. By 
1615, there were too many companies and not enough play houses in London, so 
Taylor worked to merge the two companies. These companies were poor and had 
to move from theater to theater quite often, dealing with unpleasant theatre 
managers and less than adequate resources. Taylor managed those smaller 
companies with smaller budgets until 1619, when Richard Burbage died and 
Taylor was brought into the King’s Men with ten years of managerial experience 
under his belt. According to Andrew Gurr, “Once he joined the King's Men, about 
April 1619, he [Taylor] played Hamlet, and Iago in ​Othello​, Truewit in ​Epicene​, 
Face in ​The Alchemist​ and Mosca in ​Volpone​, Philaster in the Beaumont and 
Fletcher play of that name, Amintor in their ​Maid's Tragedy​ and Arbaces in ​A 
King and No King​, Ferdinand in Webster's ​Duchess of Malfi​, Mathias in 
Massinger's ​The Picture​, Paris in his ​The Roman Actor​, and Rollo in ​The Bloody 
Brother​.”  In 1630, John Heminges died and passed management of the King’s 2
Men to John Lowin and Joseph Taylor.  
Having played together for over ten years, and at least twenty years into 
their careers, these men were well-prepared to enter the Caroline period of drama 
and continue the growth of the theatre industry. They performed old classics, 
such as Shakespeare and Marlowe, and originated new plays, such as Massinger’s 
Th​e Guardian ​(1633) and ​The Bashful Lover​ (1635) and Killigrew’s ​The Parson’s 
2
 Gurr, Andrew. “Joseph Taylor.” ​Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.​ Web, Nov 8, 2017. 
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Wedding​ (1637) and ​Claricilla​ (1636). But as political tensions increased in 
London throughout the 1640s, Taylor and Lowin worked to preserve and protect 
the theatre industry within the city and ultimately led the community as long as 
they were able. Their partnership presents a model of collaboration that became 
even more important during the Intertheatrum period, when the focus of the 
theatre community was on survival, rather than profitable competition.  
The Caroline period of drama is also marked by the further innovation of 
masques, court dramas produced with elaborate costumes and sets and 
performed by members of aristocratic families. This emphasis on spectacle 
inspired some of the technological innovations of the Intertheatrum, along with 
the incorporation of music into public performances. Poet Laureate Ben Jonson 
is perhaps the most famous Renaissance masque writer, though James Shirley, 
Thomas Carew, and William Davenant also wrote during the Caroline era. 
Members of the art-loving elite, such as the Egerton, Brackley, and Cavendish 
families would patronize and play in these masques, performing in the own 
homes and more frequently, at court in Whitehall. The Masquing Hall at 
Whitehall was specifically designed and built to accommodate large sets and 
scenic effects, engineered by the royal Surveyor of the Works, Inigo Jones. 
Jones’s career was primarily as an engineer and architect, but he famously built 
the first machinery that facilitated flying actors in and out of the stage. Jones’s 
nephew and apprentice, John Webb, assisted on many productions and 
eventually did many commissions on his own. Webb ended up exerting a huge 
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influence in the technical innovations of public theatres during the 1650s, 
working with Davenant to develop ​The Siege of Rhodes​ (1656), bridging the court 
masquing culture with public playing companies.  
Primary differences between court masques and public plays were largely 
related to size, scale, and budget. Masques would feature dozens or even 
hundreds of people, such as in Shirley’s ​Triumph of Peace​, which begins with a 
mile-long parade from Holborn to Whitehall, featuring chariots, knights, and 
carriages. The performance, dated February 3, 1634, probably featured over 500 
people and cost easily over a hundred thousand pounds, millions of dollars in 
today’s economy. Even smaller scale masques, such as Carew’s ​Coelum 
Brittanicum,​ feature casts of over 25 people, not to mention the members of the 
court who would only participate in dancing. The luxury and expense of these 
performances were critiqued by many Puritan scholars, such as William Prynne 
in ​Histriomastix ​(1636), in which Prynne criticizes Queen Henrietta for her 
involvement in masquing court culture. This theatrical culture and patronage 
disappeared in the Intertheatrum period, disrupting the funding and courtly 
support for theatre in the time period when it was needed most.  
In contrast, the public performances done by the King’s Men and other 
troupes were far less elaborate in the Renaissance period. Playwrights never 
described enormous sets or elaborate costume designs, and they certainly never 
had any celestial figures flying in or out from the stage. Most plays from that era 
would be performed with a cast list of around fifteen people and a handful of 
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non-speaking roles that could double throughout the play. Resources were 
expensive, and could be difficult to acquire for the lesser-known companies. Even 
the King’s Men would constantly recycle costumes, props, and other scenic 
elements for their performances. Sometimes the most difficult resource to 
acquire was the theater itself, as each Renaissance theater had a specific 
reputation and a specific audience for its productions. The King’s Men was the 
only company to own two theatre spaces: The Globe, for large, open-air 
performances, and the Blackfriars, which would typically play to the upper ranks 
and host the highest quality productions. Most other theatre companies would 
rent out spaces from theatre managers or landlords. The richest companies would 
rent out the nicest theaters, leaving the poorer companies to work in the oldest 
playhouses. Andrew Gurr has called the Caroline period of drama "a complex 
game of musical playhouses"
​
 due to the constantly changing theatrical 
3
landscape. Because of the lack of venues, companies were forced to compete with 
each other for a performance space. Around 1616, Joseph Taylor and the Prince 
Charles’s and Lady Elizabeth’s players had to leave the Hope Theatre because of 
“the more intemperate Mr. Meade, the controller of the bears,” who had evidently 
been so difficult to work with that Taylor asked Edward Allyn for a loan so his 
company could perform elsewhere.  Taylor’s experience working within various 
4
London venues, with limited funds and challenging circumstances was essential 
3
 Gurr, Andrew. ​The Shakespearian Playing Companies​. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1996. pg 438. 
4
 Gurr, Andrew. “Joseph Taylor.” ​Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.​ Web, Oct 14, 2017. 
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for the Intertheatrum period, which dismantled the established avenues of 
production and performance in London. 
Theatres also faced temporary closures during the 1630s. In May of 1636, 
bubonic plague struck London and all theaters were closed down until October 
1637 to prevent the spread of disease. During these times of crisis, the companies 
would liquidate their shares and company members would live off their savings 
or find other means of income until the theatres reopened, in this case for 
seventeen months. During this 1636 plague, James Shirley took a troupe of actors 
to Ireland and established the first private theatre in Dublin, known as the 
Werburgh Street Theatre. While in Dublin, Shirley wrote and produced four new 
plays before returning to London in 1640. Also during this plague closure, 
Christopher Beeston created his company of young players known as the 
Beeston’s Boys, who performed from 1637-1642, a handful of whom would 
survive into the 1660 Restoration and reform the new King’s Men. The theatre 
community had developed strategies for temporary theatre closures, but not for 
longer than a few months. As political tensions increased, theatre began to falter 
until the beginning the English Civil War, when it halted altogether.  
On September 2, 1642, Parliament issued the following ordinance: 
Whereas the distressed Estate of Ireland, steeped in her own Blood, and the distracted 
Estate of England, threatened with a Cloud of Blood by a Civil War, call for all possible 
Means to appease and avert the Wrath of God, appearing in these Judgements; among 
which, Fasting and Prayer, having been often tried to be very effectual, having been lately 
and are still enjoined; and whereas Public Sports do not well agree with Public 
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Calamities, nor Public Stage-plays with the Seasons of Humiliation, this being an Exercise 
of sad and pious Solemnity, and the other being Spectacles of Pleasure, too commonly 
expressing lascivious Mirth and Levity: It is therefore thought fit, and Ordained, by the 
Lords and Commons in this Parliament assembled, That, while these sad causes and set 
Times of Humiliation do continue, Public Stage Plays shall cease, and be forborn, instead 
of which are recommended to the People of this Land the profitable and seasonable 
considerations of Repentance, Reconciliation, and Peace with God, which probably may 
produce outward Peace and Prosperity, and bring again Times of Joy and Gladness to 
these Nations.  
5
Although this ordinance was meant to be a temporary limitation “while these sad 
causes and set Times of Humiliation do continue,” the emphasis on morality 
throughout this text suggests an early Parliamentary effort to restrict theatrical 
practice. Furthermore, it reflects a government attack not on the gathering of 
large groups of people, but on the very nature of theatre itself. By defaming 
theatre as “lascivious” or as “Spectacles of Pleasure,” the government attempts to 
distance itself from its artistic patronage of the 1630s; instead, Parliament 
prioritizes “sad and pious Solemnity” over theatrical performance, with 
“considerations of Repentance, Reconciliation, and Peace with God.” This 
morally judgemental and theologically focused rhetoric bodes ill for the theatre 
industry and foreshadows even more challenges to come. In retrospect, this 
ordinance is often viewed as the end of the Renaissance stage, bringing down the 
titans of the London theatre scene. Yet scholarship has often neglected to take 
5
 ​"September 1642: Order for Stage-plays to cease." ​Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 
1642-1660​. Eds. C H Firth, and R S Rait. London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1911. 26-27. 
British History Online​. 
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notice of the subsequent period in which major efforts were made to preserve and 
eventually reinvent theatre. 
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Section I: “If this book faile, then time to quit the trade” (1642-1646) 
To some degree, this ordinance foretold the stagnancy of the 
Intertheatrum period, warning patrons and practitioners that theatre was no 
longer encouraged by the government.  Many members of the theatre community 
wrote and published texts advocating for the benefits of their industry, 
illustrating the resolve of the actors, playwrights, and friends of the theatre.  
Soon after the September ordinance was posted, Sir Richard Baker, a 
religious writer and historian, wrote a sardonic response to William Prynne’s 
Histriomastix​, but the text remained in manuscript form until its publication in 
1662. Entitled “Theatrum Redivivum (Or the Theatre Vindicated),” Baker’s 
defense of theatre acts as a counter to Prynne’s work from the previous decade, 
arguing against Prynne’s criticisms point for point. Baker first emphasizes that 
theatre-goers are not evil or depraved, but rather they spend more time in 
thought than other idle men: “For if one Man go to a Play, an another, in the 
meantime, be luxurious, arrogant, and proud; in which of these Two shall the 
Devil be said to be in his Pomps? Certainly, not him that is at a Play; for he may 
be there, and (the rather perhaps for being there) have Thoughts, and 
Meditations full of Humility.”  Baker then addresses Prynne’s concerns that all 
6
players are hypocrites, because they spend their career pretending to be someone 
else; Baker counters this point by mentioning the intention with which actors 
play their parts. Players do not act for malicious intent, according to Baker, but 
6
 Baker, Richard. ​Theatrum Redivivum​. London, F. Eglesfield, 1662. ​Early English Books Online. 
pg 11. 
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rather to represent and help an audience conceive ideas and beliefs. He further 
argues that even if theatre is glorified pretense, that doesn’t make it illegal, 
drawing the line between Puritan morality and English law. Baker’s sarcastic tone 
diminishes the value of ​Histriomastix​ by commenting on Prynne’s own 
self-righteousness and ineptitude: ​“​And it may be some pleasure, to observe, with 
what winds he blows up the bladder of his Book…hath he not extremely overshot 
himself to bring his Cause before Heathenish moral Writers?”  Baker continues to 
7
criticize Prynne’s repetitive argument strategy, which dresses up the same point 
but with different words: “...He hath one trick, which he useth in his text; and 
seems to have learned it from Egg-Saturday in Oxford.”  Baker’s defense of 
8
theatre isn’t published until 1662, despite his death in 1645, but it does reflect 
contemporary sympathies and counter-arguments to the Puritan anti-theatre 
movement in the 1640s. However, it is worth noting that Baker was a religious 
historian, not a theatre practitioner, and so his forceful, sarcastic retort contrasts 
the work of other actors of the time.  
During the first English Civil War, actors scattered to find work. Many 
actors joined the Royalist Army, serving under Prince Rupert’s regiment, 
including Charles Hart, William Allen, Nicholas Burt, and William Robbins. 
Some travelled abroad to Paris and the Hague, touring under the patronage of 
Prince Charles, who had fled to the Continent after the war broke out. But many 
7 ​Ibid., 37. 
8 ​Ibid., 37. 
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of the older actors remained in London, living off their savings.  That the actors 
9
were prepared to return to work is enthusiastically signalled by a short pamphlet 
published by Edward Nickson. Entitled ​The Actors Remonstrance or Complaint: 
For the silencing of their profession, and banishment from their severall 
Play-houses, January 24, 1643/44​, the text was presented in the name of all 
London comedians and dedicated to the god Phoebus-Apollo, patron god of the 
arts. This work begins with an assertion of morality, explaining that the private 
theatres such as the Blackfriars, the Cockpit, and the Salisbury Court “have 
purged our Stages from all obscene and scurrilous jests,”  and that all the actors 
10
have recommitted to moral virtue, pursuing matrimonial chastity and 
temperance. The actors then point out that while stage-plays were currently 
repressed, the Bear-Garden was still in operation, which presented a spectacle 
with far more violence, debauchery, and crime than a theatre. The writers 
describe how pick-pockets and disturbers of the peace frequent the bear-baiting 
houses, but they “dare not be seen in our civil and well-governed Theatres, where 
none use to come but the best of the Nobility and Gentry”(3). They continue to 
explain how puppet-shows “are still up with uncontrolled allowance”(3) despite 
the fact that plays provide better examples of morality, justice, and virtue. They 
also argues how actors provide “the most exact and natural eloquence of our 
9 ​ ​Milhous, Judith, and Robert D. Hume. “New Light on English Acting Companies in 1646, 
1648, and 1660.” ​The Review of English Studies​, vol. 42, no. 168, 1991, pg. 487–509. ​JSTOR​. 
10
 Anonymous. “​The actors remonstrance, or complaint: for the silencing of their profession, and 
banishment from their severall play-houses.” London, 1644. ​Early English Books Online​. Web. 
pg 3. All quotations are from this edition. 
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English language expressed and daily amplified”(3) supporting the claim that 
plays foster the development of rhetoric and grammar, in addition to virtue.  
Actors Remonstrance​ further accentuates the importance of its company 
members, referred to as Housekeepers, who are having to pay rent on the 
theatres that aren’t making money and living out of their own savings. These 
actors emphasize how “our Hired Men (actors) are dispersed, some turned 
Soldiers and Trumpeters, others destined to meaner courses”(3). The writers 
lament that the costume stock is now nothing more than a sacrifice to moths and 
the wardrobe crews have no work, where once it had been a thriving business in 
London. They express concern that the musicians “that [were] held so delectable 
and precious, that they scorned to come to a Tavern under twenty shillings salary 
for two hours, now wander with the Instruments under their cloaks”(4), 
emphasizing how the closure of theatres has affected people in many different 
industries, not just the actors and playwrights. When they say, “Nay such a 
terrible distress and dissolution hath befallen us, and all those that had 
dependence on the stage, that it hath quite unmade our hopes of future 
recovery”(4), they indicate for the first time that the theatre may not return to 
normal as it usually did, as this text is published about sixteen months after the 
September 1642 closure ordinance.  
The writers conclude by appealing to Apollo: “what a shame this is, great 
Phoebus, and you sacred Sisters; for your own Priests thus be degraded of their 
ancient dignities”(5). This equation of actors to priests presents the idea that not 
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only are actors moral citizens, but they have a divine commission in their own 
right, practicing their art with as much reverence and sanctity as any church 
official.  Asserting the importance of their own rites, the writers explain the desire 
to elevate the people of London towards a common community. They argue that 
the role of theatre is to connect people and display the empathetic characteristics 
within everyone, thereby creating unity rather than division. The actors finish 
with a humble plea to “Phoebus, and you nine sacred Sisters, the Patronesses of 
Wit, and Protectresses of us poor disrespected Comedians”(5), promising to 
continue the reform of theatres, excluding harlots, lewd language, and all 
immoral people from the play-houses, if theatre can be reinstated for the benefit 
of the London community. This foreshadows a key shift in theatre culture that 
will emerge in the Restoration, eliminating much of the unruliness of the 
Renaissance period. 
The argument that plays support and form moral society is not a new one; 
Thomas Heywood’s ​Apology for Actors ​(1612) and even Sidney’s ​In Defense of 
Poesy​ (1579) make similar arguments. But critically, ​Actors Remonstrance ​is 
arguing for the protection of the whole theatrical industry, rather than just the 
value of poetry. These writers describe just how many people are put out of work 
by the closure of the theatres, detailing the poverty of the actors, boy-players, 
poets, door-keepers, musicians, wardrobe masters, and tobacco-men, all of whom 
depended on theatre for their livelihoods. They try to distance the theatre 
community from brothels, gambling dens, and bear-baiting, and promise more 
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reforms if theatre would be reinstated. ​Actors Remonstrance ​argues for the 
people and playhouses themselves, asserting that actors are upright members of 
society and playhouses are respectable places to gather, unlike “that Nurse of 
barbarism and beastliness”(2), the Bear Garden. 
This work is anonymous, which could suggest a fear of retaliation, but it 
also possibly represents a collaborative effort from dozens of practitioners who 
are worried about their livelihoods and the future of their industry, and rightly 
so. At this time, most prominent playwrights were working diplomatic missions 
for the king, largely on the Continent and outside of London, leaving the theatre 
community without its usual courtly connections. ​Actors Remonstrance ​displays 
how the Intertheatrum period of arts advocacy will really be carried by the actors, 
not the playwrights, as had been done in the Renaissance.  
Unfortunately,​ Actors Remonstrance​ was unsuccessful in convincing 
Parliament to restore theatre to London in 1644. Even so, many documented 
performances took place from 1646-47, although they were not legal and 
sometimes raided. Private performances were held in the Salisbury Court Theatre 
and the Cockpit, and even in some of the larger outdoor theatres, such as the 
Fortune and the Red Bull. But the Intertheatrum period had already claimed its 
first casualty; the Globe Theatre was torn down and turned into tenement 
buildings on April 15, 1644, leaving the King’s Men no public place to perform 
even if they did return. In October of 1647, ​The Perfect Weekly Account​ printed 
one line suggesting that the King’s Men attempted to reform and restore the 
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Blackfriars theatre, but there are no corroborating documents to provide more 
information.   
11
The most substantial publication advocating for the reopening of theatres 
comes in 1647, when the remaining King’s Players, together with prominent 
publisher, Humphrey Moseley, produced a folio of Francis Beaumont and John 
Fletcher’s works, ​demonstrating the moral and intellectual value of theatre in a 
period of uncertainty about the future of the trade.​ ​This folio is only the fifth 
dramatic folio produced in English history, the first two being Shakespeare’s and 
the third and fourth being Jonson’s, which combined plays with poems. This 
publication places Beaumont and Fletcher in the same lineage as these two 
legendary playwrights, and works to legitimize theatre as a poetic form rather 
than simply a commercial one.  
Following the title page and a classical engraving of Fletcher, the King’s 
Men offer a dedication to Philip, the Earl of Pembroke, a Royalist patron of the 
arts. In it, they emphasize the quality and value of actors, and describe 
themselves as “Protectors of the Scene.” They describe their company and art as 
“​now withered and condemned as we fear a long Winter and Sterilite”  and 12
declare their desire to share the poems and “pieces of wit,” so that others may 
find value in what they write and perform. It is signed by John Lowin, Joseph 
Taylor, Richard Robinson, Robert Benfield, Eliard Swanston, Hugh Clarke, 
11
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Thomas Pollard, William Allyn, Stephen Hammerton, and Theophilus Bird, ten 
of the most reputable surviving members of the King’s Men. All but one of these 
men were within the last five years of their life, and they were struggling to prove 
the value of their lives and their art. 
One of the most notable components of this text is the amount of prefatory 
material included within it. There are 46 pages of paratextual material, written by 
34 different poets, playwrights, Royalist officers, natural philosophers, and 
politicians, all advocating for the quality of Beaumont and Fletcher’s works. By 
contrast, Shakespeare’s first folio has only five pages of prefatory material and 
Jonson’s has nine. Some of these poems were written by cavalier poets such as 
Richard Lovelace, Alexander Brome, and Robert Herrick. Other pieces were 
written by military men such as George Lisle and John Pettus, and still others 
were written by clergymen, such as John Earle, who became the Dean of 
Westminster in the Restoration. Some were written by long-dead members of the 
theatre community, such as George Buck and Ben Jonson, who endorse the 
talents of Beaumont and Fletcher as poets and praise their “Miracles by wit.”  
13
These authors attempted to stand in solidarity with theatre practitioners, hoping 
to leverage their political and rhetorical influence in the policy debate over the 
future of theatre.  
This prefatory material does not shy away from the current political 
climate, but rather confronts and critiques it head on. The texts express two 
13 ​Johnson, Ben.“To Mr. Francis Beaumont.” In ​Comedies and Tragedies​, H. Moseley. London, 
1647. D2r. 
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distinct goals for the future of theatre: to immortalize it as a poetic monument 
and to capture the dynamism of theatrical performance and industry. William 
Habington ​compliments Fletcher’s wit as a poet and chastises those that do not 
acknowledge the importance and value of plays, while also emphasizing 
Fletcher’s plays as a reflection of political discourse: 
 ​On Master ​JOHN FLETCHERS​ :  
Dramaticall Poems. 
Great tutelary Spirit of the Stage! 
Fletcher! I can fix nothing but my rage 
Before thy Workes, against their officious crime 
Who print thee now, in the worst scaene of Time…. 
 
...Revive then (mighty Soule!) and vindicate 
From th’ Ages rude affronts thy injured fame,  
Instruct the Envious, with how chast a flame 
Thou warmst the Lover; how severely just 
Thou wert to punish, if he burnt to lust. 
With what a blush thou didst the Maid adorne, 
But tempted, with how innocent a scorne. 
 
How Epidemick errors by thy Play 
Were laught out of esteeme, so purg’d away. 
How to each sence thou didst vertue fit, 
That all grew vertuous to be thought t’have wit. 
But this was much too narrow for thy art, 
Thou didst frame governments, give Kings their part,  
Teach them how neere to God, while just they be; 
But how dissolv’d, stretcht forth to Tyrannie. 
How Kingdomes, in their channell, safely run, 
But rudely overflowing are undone. 
Through vulgar spirits Poets scorne or hate: 
Man may beget, A Poet can create. 
 
Will. Habington  
14
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Habington’s first lines express rage at how Fletcher’s works have been 
disrespected during the Intertheatrum period. His poem addresses the innate 
morality of Fletcher’s works, which emphasize righteous love and innocence 
rather than temptation and lust. More importantly, Habington describes how 
Fletcher’s work includes more than just lowly fables; Fletcher’s works critique 
even the abuses of kings and governments, warning rulers against falling into 
tyranny. Habington continues by alluding to Thomas Browne’s ​Pseudodoxia 
Epidemica​ (1646), allying the preservation of theatre with the Baconian desire to 
improve humanity, by correcting rampant error. His heroic elegy for the theatre 
mourns the lack of respect for poets, who possess the sole divine ability to create 
something out of nothing, as addressed in the final line. Habington argues that 
Fletcher’s work is a form of moral instruction and teaches the value of theatre as 
poetry to everyone, regardless of age or class. Habington focuses on the texts 
themselves and the virtue written in dramatic poetry, but he does not address the 
performative value of theatre.  
Similarly, John Earle’s piece describes the desire to monumentalize 
Renaissance theatre traditions: 
 ​A Monument that will then lasting be,  
When all her Marble is more dust than she.  
In thee all's lost: a sudden death and want  
Hath seiz'd on Wit, good Epitaphs are scant;  
We dare not write thy, Elegie, whilst each feares  
He nere shall match that coppy of thy teares.  
Scarce in an Age a Poet, and yet be  
Scarce lives the third part of his age to see,  
But quickly taken off and only known,  
Is in a minute shut as soone as showne.​  15
15 ​Earle, John.“On Mr. BEAUMONT. (Written Thirty Yeares since, Presently after His Death.).” In 
Comedies and Tragedies​, H. Moseley. London, 1647. C4r. 
Staude 23 
Earle comments on how quickly the theatre industry has fallen out of favor and 
how the new Parliamentary regime has created a fearful culture for artists. He 
laments the scarcity of poets and explains a poet’s fear to produce a play because 
of the constant raids. In an effort to preserve the poetic genius of the 
Renaissance, many writers defend the memorialization of the “Golden Age” of 
theatre, remembering Beaumont and Fletcher in a lineage of literature rather 
than of drama. Earle also does not acknowledge the legacy of the players or the 
theatre industry as a whole, focusing instead on the poetic prowess of the 
playwrights. 
By contrast, poet Robert Gardiner reminisces about the Renaissance age of 
theatre in performance: “​every one to bring ​/ ​To​ Fletchers ​memory his offering./ 
That thus at last unsequesters the Stage​, /​Brings backe the Silver, and the 
Golden Age.”  Gardiner expresses a desire for the general public to understand 
16
and respect the theatre industry, with the hope that such support will 
subsequently push theatre back into London. This emphasis on the stage and 
performance displays the desire to rebirth and continue the theatrical traditions 
of the Renaissance, rather than memorializing them in a lineage of dead poets.  
Correspondingly, Edmund Waller praises Fletcher’s contribution to the 
theatre community: “Fletcher , ​to thee, wee doe not only owe​ / ​All these good 
Playes, but those of others too:​ / ​Thy wit repeated, does support the Stage,​ / 
16
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Credits the last, and entertaines this age.​”  Waller’s tribute marks Fletcher as a 17
key member of a community, one who set examples for and supported the 
industry around him. This acknowledgement reminds the audience that theatre is 
a cooperative art and is improved by working together, rather than by solitary 
meditation. Waller’s use of the word “we” is also worth noting here. Throughout 
the prefatory material, many of these writers use “we” rather than “me” or “I,” 
which acknowledges this point of theatre as a communal industry, held up by 
those who improved not only their own work, but the work of those around them.  
John Webb’s contribution may be most notable of all because of its 
hopeful tone. Entitled “​To the Manes of the celebrated Poets and Fellow-writers, 
Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher, upon the Printing of their excellent 
Dramatick Poems,” ​Webb connects the two desires to memorialize dramatic 
poetry and revive theatrical practice: 
Disdaine not Gentle Shades, the lowly praise  
Which here I tender your immortall Bayes.  
Call it not folly, but my zeale, that I  
Strive to eternize you that cannot dye.  
And though no Language rightly can commend  
What you have writ, save what your selves have penn'd  
Yet let me wonder at those curious straines  
(The rich conceptions of your twin-like Braines)  
Which drew the Gods attention; who admir'd  
To see our English Stage by you inspir'd.  
Whose chiming Muses never fail'd to sing  
A Soule-affecting Musicke; ravishing  
Both Eare and Intellect, while you do each  
17
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Contend with other who shall highest reach  
In rare Invention; Conflicts that beget  
New strange delight, to see two Fancies met,  
That could receive no foile: two wits in growth... 
    ...What though distempers of the present Age  
Have banish'd your smooth numbers from the Stage  
You shall be gainers by't; it shall confer  
To th'making the vast world your Theater.  
The Presse shall give to every man his part,  
And we will all be Actors; learne by heart  
Those, Tragick Scenes and Comicke Straines you writ,  
Vn-imitable both for Art and Wit;  
And at each Exit, as your Fancies rise,  
Our hands shall clap deserved Plaudities. 
John Web.  
18
Webb displays his desire “to eternize you who cannot dye” and his respect for 
“the rich conceptions of your twin-like Braines,” acknowledging the poetic 
brilliance of Beaumont and Fletcher and their accomplishments as a team. 
Simultaneously, he delivers a tribute to “our English Stage by you inspir’d,” 
referencing “a soule-affecting musicke” that praises the performative power of 
their work. Webb connects these poets as a pair and highlights the advantages of 
their collaboration, as they pushed one another to better works and benefitting 
the theatre community as a whole. He acknowledges the current political 
situation which inhibits the performance of their work, but he commits himself 
“to th’ making the vast world your Theater.” His pride in the work of Beaumont 
and Fletcher as well as the innovation of the English stage reflects his loyalty to 
18
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the entire theatre community, not just the courtly one in which he had been 
involved. Webb is looking forward, towards the ways that theatre will change, 
rather than lamenting what has been lost. Webb’s reconciliation of these two 
points is critical for the 1647 folio, unifying the impulse to monumentalize theatre 
and the desire to keep it alive for others to enjoy.  
Webb, the aforementioned apprentice of Inigo Jones, will play a key role in 
the redevelopment in theatrical scenery in the late 1650s. However, his 
engagement with the rest of the theatre community is strikingly singular in this 
text, because he is the only member of the masquing court community to 
contribute a piece. Inigo Jones did not present a poem for the folio, possibly 
because he was arrested by Parliament only two years prior for aiding the King’s 
defenses and wanted to lay low.  No member of the Cavendish, Egerton, 
19
Brackley, or Spencer families participated in this folio, though they were among 
the reputable masquing families at court during the 1630s. During the political 
turmoil of the late 1640s, these families retreated to private estates and did not 
publicly support the theatre community as they once did. Some of them, such as 
the Cavendish sisters or Thomas Egerton, worked privately outside of London 
during this period, but that only further fractured the London theatre 
community. Though they may have provided financial support, the lack of written 
contribution in this folio again displays how the survival and defense of theatre 
will be carried out by the actors and practitioners, rather than the patrons. This 
19
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makes Webb’s contribution all the more unique, as he is the only member of the 
masquing court to publicly support public theatre. Webb’s participation in this 
folio foreshadows his later work with public theatre companies and the 
innovative set designs of the Restoration.  
Two of the most notable commendatory poets in this text are James 
Shirley, the Caroline playwright turned teacher, and Humphrey Moseley, a 
publisher who worked with many prominent poets of his era, including John 
Milton and William Davenant. Shirley’s introduction reflects the sentiment to 
memorialize theatre: “​This Book being, without flattery, the greatest​ Monument 
of the​ Scene ​that Time and Humanity have produced, and must Live, not only 
the​ Crowne ​and sole​ Reputation ​of our owne, but the stayne of all other​ Nations 
and​ Languages.”  Shirley continues to emphasize the skill of Beaumont and 20
Fletcher, highlighting their empathetic connection to their readers, which 
encompasses feelings of love and anger within the plays. Shirley concludes his 
piece in prose by commenting,“What I have to say is, we have the precious 
Remaines, and as the wisest contemporaries acknowledge they Lived a Miracle, I 
am very confident this volume cannot die without one​.”  ​This references Shirley’s 21
belief that the Renaissance stage was a divine rarity, and therefore must be 
remembered in all its greatness, despite its troubled end. ​His desire to create a 
lasting monument is reflective of many other poems in the folio, as a way to 
preserve the industry as it was before. These writers express a desire to leave a 
20
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memory of their art as they face the future with uncertainty about the welfare of 
the trade. 
In contrast, Moseley’s introductory poem focuses on the method of 
forming the folio; he first emphasizes the effort he exerted in order to get the 
original copies of Beaumont and Fletcher’s texts, not the ones that the actors had 
edited for performance. Moseley laments that he was not able to find a copy of 
the play ​Wilde Goose Chase​, a popular Beaumont and Fletcher piece, because the 
original script had been lost by a careless servant. He puts out a call to the 
community, so that it might be found, returned, and published. He then suggests 
his own hesitation to publish a book of plays during the Intertheatrum period: “I 
should scarce have adventured in these slippery times on such a work as this, if 
knowing persons had not generally assured mee that these ​Authors​ were the most 
unquestionable ​Wit​ this Kingdome hath afforded.”  He doesn’t name these 22
“knowing persons,” but one can infer that he was persuaded to publish this folio 
by a few loyal members of the theatre community.  
Perhaps the most important components of this prefatory material lie in 
the final two pieces, also written by Shirley and Moseley. Shirley’s poem 
references the 34 authors that came together to support this text, but also poses 
the question of their motivation. The poem reads: 
What ​meanes this numerous Guard? or do we come  
To file our Names or Verse upon the Tombe  
Of​ Fletcher, ​and by boldly making knowne  
22
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His Wit, betray the Nothing of our Owne?  
For if we grant him dead, it is as true  
Against our selves, No Wit, no Poet now;  
Or if he be returnd from his coole shade,  
To us, this Booke his Resurrection's made,  
We bleed our selves to death, and but contrive  
By our owne Epitaphs to shew him alive.  
But let him live and let me prophesie,  
As I goe Swan-like out, Our Peace is nigh;  
A Balme unto the wounded Age I sing,  
And nothing now is wanting but the King.  
23
This poem explicitly states that the theatre community is trying to revive 
Fletcher’s works, and by extension, theatre itself. Shirley emphasizes the sacrifice 
these practitioners are willing to make for this art: “for if we grant him dead, it is 
as true/Against our selves,” as these practitioners worked so hard to save an 
industry that they cared for. The bold tone represents this community’s 
unwillingness to abandon their craft, proving their readiness to protect theatre. 
The last lines suggest Shirley’s hope that because the war is over, the King will be 
able to restore his patronage of theatre. Even so, Shirley reflects the anxiety of the 
theatre community over the future of the industry; if even Beaumont and 
Fletcher are dead and forgotten, then the English stage may be as well. The 
theatre community is risking everything to prove its right to exist in London, and 
Shirley reflects those stakes in this folio. Communal commitment to a singular 
23
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goal is central to the production of any piece of theatre, and so this restoration 
effort must be collaborative as well. The entire industry was crippled by the 
government, and these practitioners are fighting in any way they can to save an 
art form that has been their entire life’s work.  
 In the final piece of paratext material, Moseley reflects his uncertainty 
about the future of theatre and addresses the people who are fighting so hard to 
bring it back: 
As after th' ​Epilogue​ there comes some one  
To tell ​Spectators​ what shall next be shown;  
So here, am I; but though I've toyld and vext,  
'Cannot devise what to present ye next;  
For, since ye saw no ​Playes​ this Cloudy weather,  
Here we have brought Ye our whole Stock together.  
'Tis new, and all these ​Gentlemen​ attest  
Under their hands 'tis Right, and of the Best;  
Thirty foure​ Witnesses (without my taske)  
Y'have just so many ​Playes​ (besides a ​Maske​ )  
All good (I'me told) as have been ​Read​ or ​Playd​ ,  
If this Booke faile, tis time to quit the Trade.  
24
 
This is the most direct of all the prefatory pieces and establishes the stakes of all 
the people who made this folio happen. Moseley’s tone shifts dramatically 
between his introductory piece, which presents him as a business-like lover of 
literature, and this piece, which suggests a sincere love and respect for these 
24
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disenfranchised artists. He compares this prefatory material to a play, with 
Shirley’s above poem as an Epilogue, and himself as the person who appears to 
tell the audience what’s coming up next at the playhouse. But because there are 
no plays during “this Cloudy weather,” the theatre community has published its 
stock plays as a way to argue for the revival of theatre. These 34 gentlemen have 
written about the value of theatre and the value of Beaumont and Fletcher, in an 
attempt to validate the theatre industry as something worth saving. But the last 
line stands out the most, because it proves just how much these men have to lose. 
If this folio doesn’t work to bring back theatre, then it would be the end of the 
Renaissance stage.  
In Moseley’s introduction, he references “knowing persons” who 
convinced him to publish the text; I believe that the ten actors who signed the 
dedication, and possibly James Shirley, who wrote the first introduction, 
collaborated and concluded that convincing the wealthy, folio-purchasing patrons 
of the value of theatre was their best shot at restoring their industry. So they 
called in every favor they had, with every playwright, poet, or friend of the 
theatre, and asked them to write a piece for this folio. Forty-six pages emerged 
out of that request, and it was all published to advocate for the moral, 
educational, and divine value of theatre, in addition to some of the wittiest plays 
of the Renaissance written by Beaumont and Fletcher. The margins of this folio 
are very small, suggesting that it was published on a tighter budget than most and 
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might have been financed by the actors themselves, “bleeding themselves to 
death” as Shirley put it in his epilogue.  
Unfortunately, the book does fail; after all, theatre is not restored. 
Moreover, of the ten actors that signed the folio, only Theophilus Bird survived to 
see the Restoration. William Allen, who was known for playing Grimaldi in 
Massinger’s ​The Renegado​ and Mullisheg in Heywood’s ​The Fair Maid of the 
West​, died just months after this folio was published, as did Stephen 
Hammerton, who originated the role of Aymntor in ​The Maid’s Tragedy​. Richard 
Robinson, known for the Cardinal in ​Duchess of Malfi​, and La Castre in 
Fletcher’s ​Wild Goose Chase​ died in 1648, and Robert Benfield died a year later. 
Eliard Swanston, who originated the titular role in ​Bussy d’Ambois​ and famously 
played the title role in ​Othello​, was a Presbyterian and the only actor of the ten 
who didn’t support Charles I in the civil war; he moved to the country and 
became a jeweller after this folio is published, and he died in 1651.  
Swanston’s role in this folio represents the attempt at a non-partisan 
revival of theatre. Even though he may have had contrasting political views to 
many of the other men in the community, he believed in the value of theatre more 
than political loyalties. His participation raises the question of partisanship in 
this period. Does theatre have to be a partisan issue? Swanston had been a 
member of the King’s Men for almost twenty-five years and was a very 
accomplished and well-loved actor. But after this folio is published, he left 
London and didn’t engage with the theatre community again. The specific 
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circumstances of his departure are unknown, but partisan division had never 
interfered with Swanston’s work before the 1640s. His attempt at non-partisan 
theatre collaboration during the Intertheatrum period is an idea that will be 
sorely challenged in the years to come. 
In contrast to Baker’s aggressive defense of theatre, both ​Actors 
Remonstrance​ and the Beaumont and Fletcher folio present theatre as a 
respectable and legitimate art form, in line with moral poetry and philosophy. 
Their focus on removing the Renaissance unruliness from theatre is a product of 
the Intertheatrum period, in which Puritan ideals dominated London and actors 
had to accommodate the shifts in public culture. The rise of the indoor theater in 
the Restoration also contributed to this mollification of theatre, trading the 
outdoor rowdiness for upper class exclusion. 
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Section II - “​Persevering in their forbidden Art” (1646-1649) 
After the September 1642 ordinance, members of the theatre community 
dealt with the closure as they had done before. The King’s Men liquidated their 
shares and dissolved the company, with every intention to reinstate it once the 
political tension has ceased. A group of actors created the Prince Charles’s Men 
and went abroad, performing in the Hague in 1644-45 and in Paris in 1646; their 
names appear in a Dutch document, including Jeremias Kite, William Cooke, 
Thomas Loffday, Edward Schottenel, and Nathan Peet. Although none of these 
names appear in the ​Dictionary of National Biography​, a deposition from a 
disgruntled actor William Hall suggests that better known actors also travelled 
the Continent from 1644-46, including Charles Hart, Richard Baxter, Thomas 
Bedford, Walter Clun, William Hall, Robert Shatterell, William Watershell, and 
possibly Nicholas Burt. Milhous and Hume suggest that a group of around 15 
actors, aged 21-45, travelled to the Continent to perform English plays.   
25
There is little documented theatrical activity in London during the violent 
years of the English Civil War. Plays were performed at the Fortune Theatre 
throughout 1643, as recorded in the diary of Sir Henry Mildmay, and were 
frequently raided. ​The Weekly Account​ described raid at the Fortune on October 
2, 1643: 
The Players at the Fortune in Golding Lane, who had oftentimes been complained 
of, and prohibited the acting of wanton and licentious Playes, yet persevering in 
25
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their forbidden Art, this day [Monday, October 2] there was set a strong guard of 
Pikes and muskets on both gates of the Playhouse, and in the middle of their play 
they unexpectedly did presse into the Stage upon them, who (amazed at these 
new Actors) it turned their Comedy into a Tragedy, and being plundered of all the 
richest of their clothes, they left them nothing but their necessities now to act, 
and to learn a better life.  
26
The late 1640s created a political and cultural battlefield, with Parliament and 
players feuding over the future of the London stage. In previous closures, such as 
during the 1635-36 plague, theatres were re-opened by the jurisdiction of the king 
through the Master of the Revels Henry Herbert. But with the king so out of favor 
in 1646, players had no central authority to appeal to, nor any avenue by which to 
do so. So they simply decided to perform without license and risk the 
consequences. Historian Hyder Rollins records that “by 1647 the war was 
regarded at an end, and the actors professed to believe that the ordinance of 1642 
no longer applied. The Salisbury Court, Cockpit, and the Fortune playhouses are 
known to have begun performances, with little or no concealment, on a fairly 
regular schedule; the same thing was probably done at the Red Bull.”  This was 
27
not meant to be a revolt against the shifting government, just a reignition of the 
theatre community. Rather than appealing to a government already hostile to 
them, the actors took initiative and tried to revive the industry themselves.  
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Parliament reacted forcefully against this small rebellion, issuing a July 17 
order to the Lord Mayor and the Justices of the Peace of London and Middlesex 
“to take effectual Care speedily to suppress all publick Playes and Playhouses, and 
all Dancings on the Ropes.”  Theatre practitioners paid little attention to this 
28
ordinance and continued to perform well into the fall of 1647. The most 
significant violation of this ordinance appeared in October of that year, when 
actors at the Salisbury Court printed and posted bills for Beaumont and 
Fletcher’s ​A King and No King​. 
This play was among the most popular in the King’s Men’s repertoire in 
the 1620s. The protagonist is Arbaces, King of Iberia, who has just won a great 
victory over Armenia and has kidnapped their king Tigranes after a long war. 
Arbaces proposes a marriage between his sister, Panthea, and Tigranes as a way 
to create peace between the nations. Tigranes objects because he is already 
engaged to another Armenian, Spaconia. The two Armenian lovers meet secretly 
and plan for Spaconia to travel to Iberia and persuade Panthea not to fall in love 
with Tigranes. Meanwhile, Arbaces has learned that his mother Arane has tried to 
poison him, but was foiled by Iberian regent Gobrius, who has ruled the nation in 
his absence.  
Once the company reaches the court of Iberia, Spaconia offers her services 
as a servant to Panthea. She then reveals her identity and begs Panthea not to fall 
in love with Tigranes, which Panthea accepts. At their first meeting, both 
28
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Tigranes and Arbaces are smitten by Panthea’s beauty, and they both struggle 
against their passions. An irrational Arbaces banishes Panthea to her rooms, 
denying that she is his sister, and punishes Tigranes for speaking to her by 
placing him in prison. Spaconia visits him there and chastises him for his 
infidelity, for which Tigranes profusely apologizes until the couple reconciles. 
Arbaces, angered by his incestuous attraction, attempts to commit suicide, but he 
then meets with Panthea and is delighted to know that she returns his affections.  
The conclusion of the play comes when Gobrius reveals that he is 
Arbaces’s father and that Arane is not his biological mother. He explains that the 
old king of Iberia wasn’t able to conceive a child with Arane, so she faked a 
pregnancy and secretly adopted Gobrius’s son to be the heir. A few years later, 
the king died, but Arane was already pregnant with Panthea, who is now the 
rightful heir to Iberia. Arbaces rejoices at this news and heralds Panthea as “the 
virtuous Queen,”  renouncing his claim to the throne immediately. He send 
29
Tigranes and Spaconia back to Armenia to rule, and asks Panthea to marry him 
for love. The play ends with Arbaces benediction to the audience: “Come 
everyone/That takes delight in goodness; help to sing/ Loud thanks for me, that I 
am proved no king.”  This play was performed many times throughout the 
30
Renaissance, and the role of Arbaces was famously played by Joseph Taylor.  
Arbaces and Tigranes present two paradigms of kings. Arbaces is 
hot-headed, valiant, and proud, while Tigranes is reserved, intelligent, and 
29
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humble. Arbaces boasts about his victory over Armenia, trying to goad Tigranes 
into a debate, to which the Armenian king replies, “Had Fortune thrown my 
name above Arbaces’/I should not thus have talked, for in Armenia/We hold it 
base. You should have kept your temper/Till you saw home again, where ‘tis the 
fashion/Perhaps to brag.”  Arbaces continues to ironically boast of his patience 
31
and his humility, but he is genuinely praised for his wit and his valour in battle by 
two Iberian captains, Mardonius and Bessus. These captains also act as foils for 
each other, Mardonius as a moral touchstone for all the characters, and Bessus as 
a cowardly troublemaker, known for his sanctimonious attitude and lack of 
honor. Bessus is the only character in the play who uses prose to speak, violating 
the iambic pentameter used by everyone else. This places him in direct contrast 
to the rest of the company, classifying him by his low birth and low moral stature.  
This play presents a complicated analysis of the role of kingship. By 1647, 
the divine right of the monarchy was under fire and the rule of the king was 
questionable within Parliament. It could be that the King’s Men were trying to 
present both sides of the political argument for their audience, rather than 
pandering to either side of the debate. The play presents the trueborn king, 
Tigranes, as humble and wise, but he ultimately fails to protect his kingdom from 
foreign invasion. Arbaces, though not of royal lineage, is victorious, but also 
boastful and hot-headed, willing to commit incest and suicide because of his 
passions. Tigranes resists his lustful instincts towards Panthea and returns to his 
31 ​ Beaumont, Francis and John Fletcher. ​A King and No King​. 1.1.116. 
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rightful lover, giving him the moral high ground, but does not play an active role 
in his liberation from prison. However, Arbaces is quick to renounce his claim to 
the throne in favor of Panthea, who is the rightful heir, appearing to be driven by 
love rather than by power. Both of these kings have moments of folly and 
morality, but ultimately, Tigranes is passively granted his kingdom while Arbaces 
is willingly deprived of his. The presentation of this play portrays a king giving up 
his throne peacefully, acknowledging that he has no right to it, while also 
countering with a humble and reserved king being held hostage by usurpers. 
Neither of these depictions is a specific satire on Charles I, but the conversation 
about kingship is certainly relevant to the political landscape in 1647. 
If the actors were trying to keep theatre non-partisan, it unfortunately did 
not work. The newspaper ​Perfect Occurrences​ records the subsequent raid: 
A Stage-play was to have been acted in Salisbury Court this day (and Bills stuck up about 
it) billed ​A King and No King​, formerly acted at the Black-Fryers, by His Majesties 
Servants, abeu 8 years thice, written by Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher. The 
Sheriffs of the City of London with the Officers went thither and found a great number of 
people (some young Lordes and other eminient persons) and the men and women with 
the boxes that took monies fled. The Sheriffs brought away Tim Reede the Foole, and the 
people cryed out for their monies but slunk away like a company of Drowned Mice 
without it.  
32
Parliament was outraged by this blatant violation of the July ordinance, and the 
actors were certainly becoming more aware of the risks they were taking.  This 
32
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play, though it displays a complex view of kingship and divine right, did not help 
to present theatre as a non-partisan vehicle, and the theatre revival movement 
quickly became associated with Charles I. Royalist newspapers reported on the 
raid with sympathy for the players and bitterness towards the soldiers, while 
Parliamentary newspapers argued for the actors to be whipped and imprisoned. 
Shortly following this raid, Parliament levied another, stricter ordinance 
against the actors, charging the authorities to not only raid but to imprison actors 
if they were found performing. The October 22, 1647 Ordinance reads:  
Common Players shall be committed to the Gaol. 
For the better suppression of Stage-Playes, Interludes, and common Players; It is this day 
Ordered by the Lords and Commons in Parliament assembled, That the Lord Major, 
Justices of the Peace, and Sheriffs of the City of London and Westminster; the Counties of 
Middlesex and Surrey, or any two or more of them, shall and may, and are hereby 
authorized and required to enter into all houses, and other places within the City of 
London, and Liberties thereof, and other places within their respective Jurisdictions, 
where Stage-Playes, Interludes, or other common Playes are, or shall be acted or played, 
and all such common Players or Actors, as they upon view of them or any one of them, or 
upon Oaths by two credible witnesses (which they are hereby authorized to minister) 
shall be proved before them, or any two of them, to have acted or played in such 
Play-houses or places abovesaid; and all person and persons so offending, to commit to 
any common Gaol or Prison, there to remain untill the next general Sessions of the Peace, 
holden within the said City of London, or Liberties thereof, and places aforesaid, or 
sufficient security entred for his or their appearance at the said Sessions there to be 
punished as Rogues, according to Law.  
33
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The newspapers again sided along political lines, with the Parliamentary 
Mercurius Anti-Pragmaticus​ printing, “were they [the actors] noble now, I would 
counsell them to imitate the heroick acts of those they have personated, and each 
help destroy his fellow, since they are not only silenced, but branded with a name 
of infamie, ROGUES.”  This anti-theatrical rhetoric was not new, as William 
34
Prynne and other polemicists had famously attacked theatrical traditions 
throughout the centuries. However, now that legislation had sanctioned the 
destruction of the theatre industry, actors were unsure of how to respond to the 
newest threat. Theatre had attempted to remain non-partisan despite the 
religious turmoil of the Caroline monarchies, but the monarchical associations 
proved too much to overcome in the Intertheatrum. Parliament’s rejection of the 
theatre industry resulted in an underground movement to revive it, though not 
necessarily as a Royalist cause. The tense political climate of the late 1640s 
dragged theatre down with it, despite the fact that theatre does not have to be 
innately partisan. October of 1647 demonstrated to the London theatre scene 
what the practitioners had feared most; their industry would not return to 
normal, and it might not return at all.  
Regardless, performances continued at Lincoln’s Inn Fields, the Cockpit, 
and the Fortune throughout January of 1648. Furthermore, eminent patrons 
were also leveraging their wealth to advocate for theatre, showing up in large 
34 ​Ley, William, editor. “Mercurius Anti-Pragmaticus.” Oct 28-Nov 4. 1647. ​Early English Books 
Online. 
Staude 42 
coaches in front of theatres, blatantly violating the ordinances of Parliament.  
35
The suppression of theatre was unpopular, and the actors clearly weren’t willing 
to concede and let their industry fall to dust, leaving Parliament in an 
uncomfortable position. Upper ranks, as well as middle and lower ranks, 
continued to object to the suppression of theatre, and it became clear that 
Parliament could only enforce the ban on plays through constant regulation and 
raiding.  
On January 22, 1648, Parliament felt it necessary to pass another 
ordinance that focused on the destruction of playhouses. If actors didn’t have 
anywhere to perform, they would have to abandon their trade. It reads: 
An Ordinance should be drawne for suppressing all Stage Playes and taking downe all 
their Boxes, Stages, and Seats in the severall houses where the said Plays are usually 
acted, and make it unservicable for acting any Plays in for the future, and for making a 
Penalty for such as shall disobey the said Ordinance.  
36
There was no follow-through regarding the destruction of theatres until 1649, as 
Parliament hoped that the threat would be enough to prevent actors from 
performing. The eventual destruction of theaters created the need to adapt 
performance spaces during the 1650s, pushing the theatre community towards 
innovation rather than destruction. There is evidence that the King’s Men 
attempted to reform their organization on January 28, 1648, in hopes they would 
be able to perform legally again, but these efforts collapsed in July due to lack of 
35 ​Rollins, Hyder E. “A Contribution to the History of the English Commonwealth Drama.” 
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capital. The list of sharers includes John Lowin, Richard Robinson, Robert 
Benfield, Thomas Pollard, Hugh Clarke, Stephen Hamerton, and Theophilus 
Bird, which is a similar list to those who signed the Beaumont and Fletcher folio.
 Only Joseph Taylor, William Allen, and Eliard Swanston are missing.  
37
Despite these setbacks, the actors persisted. On February 3, 1648, bills 
weren’t publicly posted, but rather tickets were thrown into gentlemen’s coaches 
inviting them to see Fletcher’s ​Wit without Money​, another classic piece 
performed at the Red Bull outdoor theatre. On February 5, an unnamed 
tragicomedy was performed at the Cockpit before authorities interrupted the 
performance. These infractions led to the most scathing of the Parliamentary 
ordinances on February 11, 1648, which officially criminalized all players 
“​whether they be wanderers or no, and notwithstanding any License whatsoever 
from the King or any person or persons to that purpose.”  The ordinance also 
38
called again for the demolition of playhouses and included specific punishments 
for actors, including public whipping in a market square. Fines were also 
imposed on audience members, who were charged a fee of five shillings if caught 
attending a play; this would translate to roughly £50 to £75 today.   
39
This February ordinance is the strictest restriction against theatre, and the 
Royalist newspapers criticize it for its cruelty. The ​Mercurius Elencticus ​writes:  
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They have pronounced the Players as Rogues, thinking by this Means to make them 
Theeves, and then theile find out an easier way to be rid of them. These poore Men were 
most of them initiated, and bred up in this quality from their Childhood for the service of 
the King and Quen, and very few of them have any other means of subsistence; so that 
they and their Families (being about 100 Persons) must inevitably starve: But this is all 
the Charity I ever heard of, that yet they afforded to the Kings servants, plunder them of 
what they had, and then turne them into a grazing.  
40
This newspaper suggests that the theatre community in 1648 consists of about 
100 people, including dependents and family members, which displays just how 
much the theatrical industry had suffered in just a five-year drought. Where there 
used to be more than six independent theatre companies and ten performance 
venues, now only the most committed actors could dedicate themselves to the 
cause. James Wright’s ​Historia Histrionica​, the first text published on theatre 
history in 1699, explains that the remaining actors were part of one company, 
because there simply weren’t enough actors to sustain more than that.  
41
By late summer of 1648, Parliament grew so tired of feuding with the 
players that they hired Francis Bethan as a Provost Marshal, who was charged to 
“apprehend and surprise all…Persons as sell, sing, or publish, Ballads or Books, 
scandalous to the Parliament...and to suppress Playhouses, and apprehend the 
Players.”  But the players continued despite Bethan’s efforts. James Wright 
42
documents a performance of ​Rollo, ​or ​the Bloody Brother​, another Fletcher and 
40
 Shepard, S, editor. “Mercurius Elencticus.” 9-16 February 1648. ​Early English Books Online. 
41 ​Wright, James. ​Historia Histrionica​. William Haws, London, 1699. pg 4.  
42
 Wiseman, Susan. ​Drama and Politics in the English Civil War​. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 2006. pg 37.  
Staude 45 
Massinger tragedy, that listed John Lowin, Joseph Taylor, Thomas Pollard, 
Nicolas Burt, and Charles Hart as principal actors. Wright records “a Party of foot 
Souldiers beset the House, surprized ‘em about the midle of the Play, and carried 
‘em away in their habits, not admitting them to Shift, to Hatton-house then a 
Prison, where having detained them sometime, they Plunder’d them of their 
Cloths and let ‘Em loose again.”  This is the first recorded principal role for 
43
Charles Hart, who was 23 at the time; Hart would live into the Restoration and 
become one of the most celebrated actors and teachers of that period. This is also 
the last recorded performance of John Lowin and Joseph Taylor, who had 
worked together for 30 years and led the King’s Men until their deaths a few 
years later. 
But one more raid occured on January 1, 1649, and it was the last stand of 
Renaissance theatre. Just days before Charles I was executed, the ​Kingdom’s 
Weekly Intelligencer​ reported:  
The soldiers seized on the players on their stages at Drury Lane, and at Salisbury Court. 
They went also to the Fortune in Golden Lane, but they found none there, but John 
Pudding dancing on the ropes, whom they took with them. In the meantime the players at 
the Red Bull, who had notice of it, made haste away, and were all gone before they came, 
and took away all their acting clothes with them. But at Salisbury Court they were taken 
on the stage the play being almost ended, and with many links and lighted torches they 
were carried to Whitehall with their players’ clothes upon their backs. In the way they 
oftentimes took the crown from his head who acted the king, and in sport would 
oftentimes put it on again. Abraham had a black satin gown on, and before he came into 
the dirt, he was very neat in his white laced pumps. The people not expecting such a 
pageant looked and laughed at all the rest, and not knowing who he was, they asked, what 
had the Lady done? They made some resistance at the Cockpit in Drury Lane, which was 
43 ​Wright, James. ​Historia Histrionica​. William Haws, London, 1699. pg 9. 
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the occasion that they were bereaved of their apparel, and were not so well used as those 
in Salisbury Court, who were more patient, and therefore at their releasement they had 
their clothes returned to them without the least diminution. After two days’ confinement, 
they were ordered to put in bail, and to appear before the Lord Mayor to answer for what 
they have done unto the Law.  44
 
This report details four separate theatrical performances happening 
simultaneously across London, a rare occurrence when there were so few actors 
in the city at the time. Because of this, it is doubtful that any prominent theatre 
practitioner would have been absent from this evening, and therefore, almost 
every prominent theatre practitioner would have been arrested. The author pays 
particular attention to the reactions of the London population, noting their 
surprise at seeing the pageantry of theatre in the street; by 1649, London’s culture 
had so dramatically shifted that people didn’t know how to react to this new 
parade of players.  
Furthermore, this documentation gives particular emphasis to the 
costumes, noting how soldiers could confiscate the clothes upon the actors backs. 
Similar to the Parliamentary ordinance that ordered the destruction of theaters, 
this represents a systematic attempt to destroy and dismantle the theatre 
industry, first by denying the actors a venue and then by denying them their 
costumes. Furthermore, the act of removing a replacing a crown on a king only 
days before England executed its monarch represents a significant political 
statement. Though this desperate parade was not strictly Royalist or 
44
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Parliamentary, the mockery of the crown displays a strong political message in 
1649, one that disrupts the notion of divine right.  
This raid finally broke down the established theatre community in London 
and the remaining great actors passed away within the next four years. Thomas 
Pollard retired to the country and died before 1654, and Hugh Clarke died in 
1653. John Lowin and Joseph Taylor, the two titans of the Caroline stage who had 
dedicated their entire lives to theatre, died by 1653, Lowin “in poverty as great as 
his age.”  The theatres were torn down starting in March of 1649, and the vigor 
45
of the actors faded. After this date, I can find no evidence of theatrical activity 
until 1653. Many actors viewed themselves as servants to the monarch, 
performing under the Crown’s patronage and financial backing. Their role as 
“King’s Men” ended with Charles’s execution on January 30, 1649, beginning a 
new era of British history: the Commonwealth. 
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Section III - “Winter of Sterilite” (1649-1655) 
After the death of the king, the players went entirely underground, 
performing in private homes, such as that of William Cavendish. There was no 
publicity and few raids. There is some documentation of a form of drama known 
as “drolls,” which were short plays, or short scenes from well-known plays, such 
as ​Midsummer Night’s Dream, ​which would be performed quickly and only for 
tips. These drolls would require fewer actors than traditional dramas, and often 
would be performed too quickly for the authorities to be able to organize a raid. A 
handful of actors, such as Robert Cox, were able to get by performing drolls at the 
Red Bull, producing pieces of plays such as ​Bottom the Weaver, Simpleton the 
Smith, ​and ​John Swabber the Seaman​. Nonetheless, newspapers report these 
small performances were often raided and the audience members fined. Other 
than these small performances, there is very little theatrical documentation from 
1649-1653, and history lost track of many actors, such as Charles Hart and John 
Lacy.  
One exception in this hiatus is the 1652 publication of Beaumont and 
Fletcher’s ​The Wild Goose Chase​, which was omitted from the 1647 folio. Moseley 
lamented in his introduction: “One only Play I must except (for I meane to deale, 
openly) 'tis a COMEDY called the Wilde-goose Chase , which hath beene long 
lost, and I feare irrecoverable; for a Person of Quality borrowed it from the 
Actours many yeares since, and (by the negligence of a Servant) it was never 
return'd; therefore now I put up this Si quis , that whosoever hereafter happily 
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meetes with it, shall be thankfully satisfied if he please to send it home.”  
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Apparently someone did manage to track it down, and Moseley published it in 
1652, with a dedication written by Lowin and Taylor. The title page describes it: 
A Comedie As it hath been Acted with singular Applause at the Black-Friers: Being the Noble, 
Last, and Onely Remaines of those Incomparable Drammatists Francis Beaumont and John 
Fletcher.” 
“Retriev’d for the publick delight of all the Ingenious and Private Benefit of John Lowin and 
Joseph Taylor, Servants to His late Majestie. By a Person of Honour.” 
The Dedication.  
To the Honor’d, Few, Lovers of  
Drammatick Poesie 
Noble Spirits! 
It will seem strange to you that we should beg a Pardon from you before you know a Crime 
committed; but such is our harsh Fate, that we shall want as much of your Mercie to the 
foregiving of this sad presumption of offering to your view these few poor sheets, the Rich 
Remains of our too-long-since lost Friend, Mr. Fletcher, as we shall your favorable Acceptance, 
and Encouragement in it. The Play was of to Generall a receive’d Acceptance, that he (himself a 
spectator) we have known him unconcerned, and to have with it had been none of His; He, as well 
as the throng’d theatre (in despite of his innate Modesty) Applauding this rare issue of his brains. 
His Complacencie in his own Work, may be, perhaps no Argument to you of the Goodness of the 
Play, any more than our Confidence of it, and we do not expect our Encomium can do anything 
with you, when the Play itself is so new: that will command itself unto you.  
 
And now Farewell our Glory! Farewell your Choice Delight, most noble Gentlemen! Farewell the 
Grand Wheel that set us smaller Motions in Action! Farewell the Pride and Life o’the Stage! Nor 
can we (though in  our Ruin) much repine that we are so little, since He that gave us being is no 
more.  
Generous Soules! 
Tis not unknown unto you All, how by a cruel Destinie we have a long time been Mute and Bound, 
although our Miseries have been sufficiently Clamourous and Expanded, yet till this happy 
opportunitie, never duest vex your open Ears and Hands! But this we’re confident of will be the 
surest Argument for your Noblesses. What an Ingenious Person of Quality once spoke of his 
Amours, we apply to our necessities. 
Silence his Love betrays more Wo 
Than Words, though we’re so Wittie 
The Beggar that is DUMB, you know 
Deserves a DOUBLE PITTIE 
But be the Comedie at your Mercy, as We are. Onely we wish that you may have the Same kind 
Joy in Perusing Of it, as we had in the Acting.  
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So Exeunt 
Your Grateful Servants 
John Lowin 
Joseph Taylor 
 
This is the farewell of the two men who led the greatest acting company of 
the Renaissance Age. There is no last curtain call for them, just a forgotten 
dedication in a publication of a play in the aftermath of the death of a king. The 
text is not devoted to a nobleman who could intercede for the value of theatre, 
but only to those friends of the actors who needed support. The mournful tone 
centers on the theatre community, rather than expounding on the greatness of 
Fletcher’s wit, as in the 1647 folio. The two actors give their farewell to the stage, 
since the king who brought the company to life has died. They charge their 
audience to continually engage with this text, as they did as actors, and they end 
with a benediction, that the reader will enjoy the play as much as they did acting 
it. Signalling the end of their fight for theatre’s restoration, they die within 
months of this publication. 
Their dedication is followed by five poems written by Richard Lovelace, 
Norreys Jephson, W.E., H. Harrington, and James Ramsey. The following 
dramatis personae lists Mr. Robert Benfield, Mr. Richard Robinson, 
Incomparable Mr. Joseph Taylor, Admirable Mr. Thomas Pollard, Most Natural 
Mr. John Lowin, Mr. William Penn, Mr. Hilliard Swanston, Mr. Steph. 
Hammerton, William Trigg, Sander Gough, and their servant Mr. Shanck in the 
cast. It is a sad reminder of all that London theatre once was, with little hope a 
profitable future. The year 1652 displays the demise of the Renaissance stage, for 
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now too much damage has been done for the community to return to how things 
were. 
There are two outlying incidents in 1653 that interrupt this theatrical 
drought. The most prominent is the masque performance of Shirley’s ​Cupid and 
Death​ held in Cromwell’s court on March 26, 1653, performed for the Portuguese 
ambassador. James Shirley was teaching in London at the time and was asked to 
write this piece for the court, mostly because the other two surviving Caroline 
playwrights were imprisoned or in exile. Shirley collaborated with composer 
Christopher Gibbons and choreographer Luke Channen, both newcomers to the 
theatre community, to create this piece. Shirley’s willingness to incorporate new 
team members displays an openness to innovative theatre, but also a somber 
remembrance of the talents of those who had passed.  
The premise of ​Cupid and Death​ is that the arrows of Cupid and Death are 
switched at an inn, causing young lovers to die and old people to fall wildly in 
love as they are shot with the wrong arrows. In Shirley’s play, the chamberlain of 
the inn is responsible for switching the arrows, to enact revenge on Love for 
sending him a nag for a wife. ​Shirley’s masque is humorous in its chaos as people 
are shot by the wrong arrows, with Cupid and Death blindfolded above them. The 
chaos is resolved by the descent of Mercury, who corrects the errors and assures 
the audience that all the lovers are happy together in the afterlife. This deux ex 
machina solution was popular among other Shirley texts such as ​Triumph of 
Peace​ and ​The Coronation​, displaying a continuity in his own writing.  
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Janet Clare, the author of ​Drama in the English Republic​, points out how 
Shirley’s work disassociates itself from Royalist interests, poking gentle fun at the 
monarchist Privy Council and the decadent nobility.  Channen, the 
47
choreographer, brought his own dancers for this performance, instead of using 
members of the nobility as in the Caroline masque era.These additions would 
certainly have changed the dynamic of the court masque, reflecting the shift in 
political culture during the early years of Cromwell’s Commonwealth. 
Clare identifies that Portugal was one of the first countries to recognize 
Cromwell’s court as a sovereign nation in England, and the two nations signed a 
treaty in July of 1654. The performance of ​Cupid and Death​ could have been a 
diplomatic exercise towards the Portuguese, as an attempt to reconcile the new 
political structure with the court traditions of the past. Shirley himself in “The 
Printer to the Reader” explicitly tries to distance this work from the Royalist 
movement to restore theatre: “This masque was born without ambition of more 
than to make good a private entertainment…”  ​There is no listed location for this 48
performance, and the technology of the Masquing Hall at Whitehall may have 
been destroyed by 1653, so it is difficult to assess the level of spectacle in the 
original production. The casting could have been accomplished with less than 
twenty people, in contrast to the Caroline court masques that would feature 
hundreds of participants. ​Many members of the theatre community were likely 
47
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surprised at this reversal at court; where they had once been criticized for 
performing, now they were being asked to perform a new piece written especially 
for Cromwell. 
 The masque itself occupies a middle ground between the traditions of 
Stuart masquing culture and the new political atmosphere of its time. The play 
features a traditional English inn, and the host is dressed in a ​crimson cap, 
doublet, jerkin, hanging sleeves, russet hose, and yellow stockings, which would 
be very outdated fashion at the time. The doublet and jerkin is a nod to the Tudor 
English Court, as well as the colors of Henry VIII; the yellow stockings are almost 
certainly a reference to Malvolio in Shakespeare’s ​Twelfth Night​. By the 1650s, 
men’s fashion has changed dramatically with the introduction of justaucorps, 
bucket top boots, and the collapsed ruff, so the appearance of a Tudor-era 
innkeeper might suggest an attempt to remember peaceful days of “merry old 
England,” as opposed to the still-fresh politics of the civil war. But the play also 
presents a gentle mocking of the court and offers judgement on the drunken 
gentry, claiming “their dancing days are done.”  Shirley was asked to write for an 
49
immensely challenging scenario; how do you write a play for the same 
government that brought your entire industry crumbling down? Yet Shirley 
balances the politics well by writing an explicitly non-partisan masque. He 
appeals to those who want to fondly remember Caroline court dramas, but 
carefully does not glorify them so as not to offend the new government. He 
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collaborates with new artists, but respects some of the structural traditions of 
early masques, creating a new piece that is neither dull nor outlandish. Shirley 
accomplishes what ​A King and No King ​could not; he wrote a play that could 
please both sides of this partisan debate, proving that theatre doesn’t have to be a 
battleground for conflicting political ideologies.  
Cupid and Death​ introduced many new names into the theatre 
community. Christopher Gibbons wrote the music for the 1653 production, 
although Matthew Locke took over the composition when the project was 
reproduced at a military house near present Leicester Square in 1659.  Gibbons 
50
worked in Exeter as a composer and organist during the 1630s, presumably 
where he met Locke, and then became the primary organist of Winchester in the 
1640s and 1650s. Gibbons maintained his neutral role throughout the turbulent 
period and kept his position through the Restoration, in contrast to Henry Lawes, 
another notable masque composer, who remained staunchly Royalist throughout 
the Interregnum.  
Gibbons played a key role in another significant occurrence in March of 
1653, just a week before the court performance of ​Cupid and Death​. His 
residence was used for an illegal production of Killigrew’s ​Claricilla​, a popular 
tragicomedy, which was raided by soldiers. This raid took place only days before 
the state-commissioned premiere of Shirley’s masque, so it is unlikely that 
members of the small existing theatre community would not have been aware of 
50 ​Randall, Dale B. J. ​Winter Fruit: English Drama, 1642-1660​. The University Press of Kentucky, 
Lexington, 1995. pg 160. 
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it. Crucially, this performance displays the first effort to innovate theatrical 
venues, as it takes place not in a theater, but on a tennis court.  
1650s tennis would not have taken place on a grass field, which only 
emerged in the eighteenth century, but would have followed the Tudor sport of 
“real tennis,” which was played indoors on a wooden floor, as seen in Figure 1. 
Real tennis was a precursor to the modern game and was very popular among the 
British and French nobility. Figure 2 features the restored Tudor tennis court 
built by Henry VIII at Hampton Court. 
Figure 1  
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One can assume that there would have been risers or some sort of spectator 
seating, which Figure 2 depicts in an engraving of the game.  
51
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Figure 2  
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If one would remove the net, the space could easily accommodate a small group 
of players and audience members, and with relative secrecy, in contrast to the 
open air Red Bull theater. This is a key innovation in theatre history because in 
the early years of the Restoration, tennis courts were converted to playing spaces 
while the companies waited for larger theatres to be built. Why Christopher 
Gibbons allowed his tennis courts to be used for an illegal performance is 
unknown. But he remains involved in theatre activity throughout the 1650s up 
until the Restoration, indicating his dedication to its survival.  
Claricilla​ was one of the first plays Thomas Killigrew wrote as a way to 
integrate himself among the theatrical gentry surrounding Queen Henrietta and 
her court. In 1636, the Queen was a huge figure in theatrical court culture, and 
plays were often written to her liking. The play opens on the rescue of Princess 
Claricilla from the kidnapper Silvander, who attempted to overthrow her father, 
the king of Sicily. Melintus, her lover, and Philemon, his brother, rescue her and 
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 “History.” ​The Royal Tennis Court​, 13 Apr. 2013, 
www.royaltenniscourt.com/the-game/history/. 
Staude 57 
restore the kingdom to her father at the end of Act 1. The second act begins with 
another Sicilian lord, Seleucus, plotting to kidnap Claricilla and take power over 
the kingdom as well. He uses his favor with the king to drive Melintus 
underground and sells Philemon into slavery. In the last scene of the play, while 
Seleucus is in the process of forcing Claricilla to marry him, to the protest of 
everyone, Melintus reveals himself. As a slave, Philemon reverses his loyalty, 
seizing Seleucus and upending the plot. Seleucus kills himself with his dagger, 
and the kingdom is restored once more.  
One of the key components of ​Claricilla​ is its unusual structure; Killigrew 
presents a typical Act 5 as the beginning of the play. The original villain, 
Silvander, is killed in Act 1, scene 3, and the lovers are reunited, as one would see 
in a standard conclusion. Killigrew then brings around a similar usurper, and the 
whole scenario plays out again. This cyclical structure of kings being usurped and 
restored to power may not have been especially relevant when the play was 
written in 1636, but in 1653, as Cromwell was trying to establish his own 
authority over the Commonwealth, ​Claricilla​ may have presented a threatening 
position to the new government. If kings were overthrown and reinstated in a 
continuous cycle, then the Commonwealth would be just an interruption in a 
larger history of monarchy.  
Furthermore, the role of Philemon as a noble slave connects to William 
Cartwright’s ​The Royal Slave​ (1636) and the stoicism of the slave Epictetus. 
Cartwright’s play was a personal favorite of Queen Henrietta’s, so much so that 
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she commissioned multiple performances of it at court, in contrast to the Puritan 
stringency of the 1650s. In ​Claricilla, ​Philemon was unjustly thrown into slavery, 
but then used his status to act honorably and restore the rightful order in Act 5. 
His community with other slaves reflects intelligence and esteem, in contrast to 
the brutish courtiers. Killigrew’s use of the noble slave could be an attempt to 
curry favor with the Queen, since she enjoyed the subject matter and Killigrew 
relied on her patronage in 1636. But Philemon’s stoicism could also be adapted to 
the 1653 actors themselves, who have suffered much at the hands of Parliament. 
While the English Civil War provided liberty and freedom to some, it also created 
a new kind of tyranny that terrorized the theatre community. Philemon’s stoicism 
represents that while the actors have been treated unjustly, they will continue to 
act nobly and honorably, even in the face of a tyrant Parliament who crushed 
their every attempt at survival. This version of stoicism contributes a justification 
of their losses, and provides them optimism about the eventual restoration of the 
proper order, despite Parliament’s criticism. 
 Perhaps most important is the cause of the raid itself. Just a week before 
the premiere of ​Cupid and Death​, the newspaper ​Mercurius Democritus​ records: 
The poor Comedians (whose sad condition out to be looked upon with a pitying Eye, as 
being debarr’d of their livelihood, to which they were bred up) adventuring not long since 
to Act a Play called ​Claricilla​ at one Mr. Gibbons his Tennis Courts, an ill Beest, or rather 
Bird (because the rest deny him a share of their profits) beshit his own nest, causing the 
poor actors to be routed by the soldiery, though he himself hath since the prohibition of 
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plays had divers tragedies and comedies acted in his own house, a deed so base, that it 
were pitty but all Persons of Honor would still take Notice of him.  
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This performance of Killigrew’s ​Claricilla​ was shut down not because of 
Parliament, but because of a disgruntled actor who was deprived of his share of 
the profits. ​Mercurius Democritus​ mentions “an ill Beest or Bird,” which could 
reference either Christopher Beeston, who managed the Beeston’s Boys from 
1637-42, or Theophilus Bird, one of the only surviving members of the King’s 
Men. Either man could have hosted performances in his home, but there is no 
documentation of these productions. It is worth noting that these men were also 
related, as Bird was Beeston’s son-in-law.  
It was not uncommon to see actor’s financial disputes during the 
Renaissance era, as shareholders and theatre managers would often hoard more 
money than was rightfully theirs. These cases were usually handled in minor 
courts or with patrons of the company, making this 1653 occurrence all the more 
unusual. Clearly one of these actors was frustrated enough to shut down the 
whole operation, rather than simply walking away from the company. Both Bird 
and Beeston remained engaged with the theatre community during the 
Restoration, so evidently the conflict reached some resolution. It is possible that 
the productions of ​Claricilla​ and ​Cupid and Death​ were related, as it seems 
unlikely that the two major theatrical events of the early 1650s would happen 
within a week of each other by coincidence. Unfortunately, it is difficult to draw 
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more substantial conclusions without considerable evidence, yet it is clear that 
some sort of theatrical reinvention is stirring in London.  
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Section IV - “Forced to turn his thoughts another way” (1656-1660) 
The first triumph of the revival of theatre comes in May of 1656 with the 
return of William Davenant. Davenant was born to a wine merchant in Oxford, 
one known to be a good friend of William Shakespeare, who would frequently 
visit the Davenant family’s home and wine tavern. Historian Mary Edmond 
writes, “​There is no compelling reason to reject near-contemporary reports that 
Shakespeare stood ​god​father when young William was baptized at St Martin's, 
Carfax, on 3 March 1606.”  Davenant moved to London in the mid-1620s and 
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the King’s Men premiered his first play in 1627. He worked to integrate himself 
with Queen Henrietta’s Court, and his next plays ​Love and Honour ​(1634) and 
The Platonic Lovers​ (1635) were prompted by the queen’s desire for romantic 
comedies. He collaborated with Inigo Jones and John Webb on his first court 
masque ​Temple of Love​, which starred the queen herself in 1635.  
During the civil war, Davenant worked closely with the King and Queen, 
serving as lieutenant-general of the ordinance; in 1643, the King knighted him for 
his loyalty and poetry. With the Royalist defeat, he fled to the Continent, where 
he continued to serve the queen and her court throughout the late 1640s. In 
January of 1650, the queen planned for Davenant to sail to the New World and 
become governor of Maryland, as he was Catholic. He sailed from Jersey, but he 
was intercepted by a parliamentary frigate and imprisoned for “having been an 
54 ​Edmond, Mary. “William Davenant,” ​Dictionary of National Biography. ​Web, Aug 11, 2017. 
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active enemy of the commonwealth.”  He was released in 1652, but arrested 
55
again a few months later for debt; he was pardoned and finally released on 
August 4, 1654. He then acquired residence at Rutland House, a small private 
home near the demolished Fortune theatre. 
By May 23, 1656, Davenant had begun the revival of theatre with ​The Siege 
of Rhodes​, the first English opera. He laid the groundwork by getting permission 
to perform ​The First Day’s Entertainment at Rutland House​, a staged debate 
between the cynic Diogenes and the poet Aristophanes about the benefits of 
public performance. The two classical figures present arguments about the the 
value of poetry and the benefits of communal entertainment. Diogenes criticizes 
the use of dramatic opera, claiming that it would push people toward 
unrestrained emotion: “Does not the extasie of Musick transport us beyond the 
Regions of Reason? Changing the sober designs of discretion into the very 
wildeness of dreams; urging softer minds to aim at the impossible successes of 
Love; and enkindling in the active the destructive ambitions of War?”  
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Aristophanes counters by emphasizing the value of opera as a moral guide: 
“Musick doth not heighten Melancholy into Madness, but rather unites and 
recollects a broken and scatter'd minde; giving it sudden strength to resist the 
evils it hath long and strongly bred. Neither doth it make the merry seem 
fantastical, but only to such as are enviously sad at the pleasure of others. If it 
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doth warm the ambitious when they are young, 'tis but as cordials warm the 
blood, to make it evaporate the evil humour.”  The two philosophers continue 
57
the debate, with a song marking the end of their speeches. Davenant plays his 
own devil’s advocate in this piece, presenting the arguments against dramatic 
representation but then countering them with his own case of the value of art. 
This piece is not a masque or a play, as there is no plot, setting, or characters. It is 
a debate with musical interludes, but it is the first legal public performance in 
London for more than ten years. ​Entertainment ​combines the arts advocacy of 
the late 1640s with a reinvention of stage productions, marking a turning point in 
the Intertheatrum period. ​Facing no official criticism, Davenant pushed forward, 
producing ​The Siege of Rhodes​ just a few days later. 
By 1650, opera was well established in Italy and France, but Davenant’s 
The Siege of Rhodes​ is considered the first English opera. During his work for the 
monarchy, it is possible that Davenant would have visited French operas and 
drawn inspiration from them. However, ​Siege of Rhodes​ is more a rebranding of 
theatre than anything else; the full title page of the 1656 publication reads ​The 
Siege of Rhodes; Made a Representation by the Art of Prospective in Scenes, and 
the Story sung in Recicitive Musick; At the back part of Rutland House in the 
upper-end of Aldergate Street. ​Davenant is careful to avoid the words Play, 
Playhouse, Actor, Player, Comedian, or any other rhetoric used in Parliamentary 
legislation, in hopes to avoid any negative attention. He even divides the opera 
57 ​Ibid, pg 36. 
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into five entries, rather than the English tradition of acts, further distancing 
himself from the illegal theatre performances of the 1640s. This rebranding 
worked, and Davenant was able to transfer the production to the Cockpit indoor 
theater in 1658, just after Cromwell’s death.  
However, Davenant was not working entirely separate from the 
Renaissance theatre community, contracting Henry Lawes to write the music for 
his opera, which unfortunately has not survived. Lawes was among the most 
popular court composers of the early Stuart period and worked extensively with 
Inigo Jones. Davenant also recruited John Webb, former apprentice to Inigo 
Jones, to design and build the sets for this project in 1656. Webb’s design was 
first use of moveable scenery in public performances, a shift that will transform 
theatre in the Restoration. Whereas court masques had access to this type of 
technology, no Renaissance playhouses were engineered with the ability to fly 
people or sets in and out of the stage. He used moveable theatrical shutters that 
can represent different settings, as can be seen in Figures 3a and 3b. During the 
Restoration, Davenant’s company would be known for the spectacular nature of 
its shows, and that design capability is only possible because of John Webb’s 
collaboration and expertise.  
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Figure 3a - Entry 1, scene 1, shutter, prospect of Rhodes. Devonshire Collection, Chatsworth, 
reproduced by permission of Chatsworth Settlement Trustees.  
 
 
Figure 3b - Entry 3, scene 1, relieve, Solymans’ throne and camp. Devonshire Collection, 
Chatsworth, reproduced by permission of Chatsworth Settlement Trustees.  
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These drawings are of the production once it moved to the Cockpit in 
1658; according to Davenant, the premiere performance was restricted by the size 
of the back room in which it was performed. Rutland House was Davenant’s own 
residence, which suggests a lack of funding to afford a larger venue. When the 
opera was published in 1656, Davenant’s “To the Reader” addresses these 
concerns. 
Yet I may forewarn you that the defects which I intend to execute are chiefly such, as you 
cannot reform but onely with your Purse; that is by building us a larger Room; a design 
which we began and shall not be left for you to finish, because we have observ’d that 
many who are liberall of their understanding when they would issue it out towards 
discovery of imperfections, have not always Money to expend in things necessary towards 
the making of perfection... 
...It has been often wisht that our Scenes (we having obliged ourselves to the variety of 
Five changes.) according to the Ancient Drammatick distinctions made for time) had not 
been confined to eleven foot in height and about fifteen in depth, including the places of 
passage reserv’d for the Musick. This is too narrow an allowance for the Fleet of Solyman 
the Magnificent, his Army, the Island of Rhodes, and the varieties attending the Siege of 
the City; that I fear you will think we invite you to such a trifle as that of the Cesars carved 
upon a Nut.  
As there Limits have hinder’d the splendor of our Scene, so we are like to give no great 
satisfaction in the quantity of our Argument, which is in story very copious.  
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Davenant’s description of the space illustrates the cramped nature of this 
production, limiting his artistic vision for the birth of heroic opera. This 
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introduction shows just how small Davenant had to start because of the 
anti-theatrical culture of the time period. Having worked previously on massive, 
spectacular court masques, staging a Turk invasion in a room barely larger than a 
bathroom would have been immensely challenging for the fifty-year-old 
playwright. The lack of space also limited the size of Davenant’s casting: only 
seven singers, in contrast to his previous masques that used dozens of people. In 
his introduction, Davenant continues to explain the value of the art of his team, 
particularly the musicians Henry Lawes, Capt. Henry Cooke, and Matthew Locke, 
as well as scenic designs by John Webb. The cast featured Cooke as Solyman, 
Locke as the Admiral, with Ned Colman as Alphonso, and his wife, Catherine 
Colman as Ianthe.  The Colmans were a musical family, and Ned served as a 
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court singer for Cromwell, but they were not particularly involved in Restoration 
theatre. Christopher Gibbons, who worked with Locke on the 1659 production of 
Shirley’s ​ Cupid and Death​, also worked this event as a musician, but stepped 
away from theatre upon the restoration of Charles II.  
The play itself focuses on the defense of Rhodes from an invasion of the 
Ottoman Turks, under leadership of Solyman the Magnificent. Historically, the 
1522 invasion of Rhodes by Solyman was won by the Turks, though this 
production does not acknowledge that victory. Instead, it focuses on the ideas of 
love and honor, particularly among the English allies, which allow for Rhodes to 
triumph. However, one should not oversimplify the characterization of the Turks 
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in this text. Solyman is one of the most morally complex characters in the cast, as 
he debates over the fate of Alphonso and Ianthe, a Sicilian couple on their 
honeymoon who get caught in the invasion. Ianthe sneaks into Solyman’s camp 
to beg for safe passage home for her and her husband; there is ambiguity about 
whether or not they sleep together, but Solyman absolutely expresses sexual 
interest in Ianthe. He then ponders whether to allow them passage or to continue 
with his invasion, while Alphonso is outraged that his wife went to Solyman 
without his knowledge. In the end, Rhodes is victorious and the lovers are 
reconciled, and everyone comments on the bravery of the English soldiers. 
Davenant’s presentation of morally complex characters sets ​Siege of Rhodes 
apart from other operas of the time, which often feature two dimensional 
characters and little ambiguity.  
Once the production transferred to the Cockpit in 1658, Davenant 
produced  similar historic operas including ​The Cruelty of Spaniards in Peru​ and 
History of Sir Francis Drake. ​These operas took on a nationalist tone, expressing 
the excellence of English exploration and criticizing Spanish imperialism. ​Cruelty 
is particularly propagandist, as it depicts the peaceful lives of the Incas and their 
subsequent defeat and torture by the barbaric Spanish. The final entry features 
English explorers defeating the Spanish and rescuing the Incas from imperial 
slavery, celebrating the victory of English superiority, despite the fact that there is 
no historical basis for this narrative. 
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These other performances at the Cockpit contained abundant spectacle, 
including acrobatics, animal parades, and a combination of speeches and songs. 
In contrast, ​The Siege of Rhodes​ contains actual dialogue and has a similar 
structure to many other Renaissance plays. ​The Siege of Rhodes​ may be 
Davenant’s most notable work, not because of its text, but because of its 
significance as a critical point in the Intertheatrum period. This type of 
performance was allowed not just to exist but to flourish, in stark contrast to the 
raids that marked the 1640s. Davenant’s dedication and innovation laid the 
groundwork for other Restoration playwrights, such as Ford and Dryden, and 
gave the theatre community somewhere to start from in the Restoration. 
Professor James Winn presents an interesting counterpoint to this claim 
in his article “Heroic Song: A Proposal for a Revised History of English Theater 
and Opera, 1656-1711.” Winn argues that Davenant’s ​Siege of Rhodes​ was not an 
attempt to smuggle banned theatre back into London, but rather to introduce 
opera as a separate legitimate form into English culture. He references a text that 
suggests that as early as 1639 Davenant had a patent to build a playhouse to 
“exercise Musick, musical Presentments, Scenes, Dancing, or other the like.”  
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This suggests that Davenant was invested in producing different types of 
theatrical spectacle well before the English Civil War. Although Davenant 
absolutely was a huge part of the theatrical changes of the Restoration, 
introducing large scenery to the stage and developing operas with Dryden and 
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other playwrights throughout the period, he didn’t completely abandon the 
principles of the Renaissance, passing on some of the theatrical traditions from 
that period. 
Winn acknowledges this point, noting the differences between ​Siege of 
Rhodes​ and other Continental operas. He writes, “most French and Italian operas 
of this period have supernatural characters, but ​Siege of Rhodes​ has no gods or 
goddesses, no mythological miracles...This kind of plot, featuring noble 
characters in an exotic setting, forced to choose between love and honor, became 
the norm for the rhymed heroic plays of the early Restoration.”  While it it 
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important to acknowledge Davenant’s creative independence from both 
Renaissance playwrights or Continental composers, one cannot deny Davenant’s 
specific impact on dramatic art during the 1660s. He did not create and train a 
company of singers or vocalists, but a company of actors; he worked diligently to 
preserve and innovate the works of Shakespeare, Beaumont, Fletcher, and 
Jonson, rather than writing only new material.  
Davenant inspired new playwrights, such as John Dryden, who defends 
the form of heroic poesy, attributing its conception to Davenant in a prefix to a 
1695 publication of ​The Conquest of Granada​: 
“For Heroic Plays (in which only I have used it without  the mixture of prose), the first 
light we had of them, on the English theatre, was from the late Sir William D'Avenant. It 
being forbidden him in the rebellious times to act tragedies and comedies, because they 
contained some matter of scandal to those good people, who could more easily dispossess 
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their lawful sovereign than endure a wanton jest, he was forced to turn his thoughts 
another way, and to introduce the examples of moral virtue, writ in verse, and performed 
in recitative music… 
 
...In this condition did this part of poetry remain at his Majesty's return; when, growing 
bolder, as being now owned by a public authority, he reviewed his ​Siege of Rhodes​, and 
caused it be acted as a just drama. But as few men have the happiness to begin and finish 
any new project, so neither did he live to make his design perfect: there wanted the 
fulness of a plot, and the variety of characters to form it as it ought... For myself and 
others, who come after him, we are bound, with all veneration to his memory, to 
acknowledge what advantage we received from that excellent groundwork which he laid:”
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In this essay, Dryden attributes many of the trends of Restoration drama to 
Davenant, remarking on his innovative style and the precedent he set for the 
years to come. He criticizes the Puritan culture of the time, portraying Parliament 
as stuck-up prudes who couldn’t handle a joke or a satirical jab, but who were 
absolutely vengeful in their execution of Charles I. He also legitimizes the role of 
theatre in English society, calling it a ‘just drama,’ linking the revival of theatre to 
the restoration of the monarch, and as such, the restoration of kingly justice. He 
acknowledges some of the faults within ​Siege of Rhodes​, specifically the need for 
plot and character development, but overall praises Davenant for the creative 
foundation he laid for future playwrights. While Winn argues that Davenant 
wanted to create operas all along, Dryden draws the conclusion that it was only 
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the suppression of plays that led to the evolution of heroic opera. The truth of it is 
probably somewhere in the middle​, as Davenant ultimately worked to find a 
middle ground between the old theatrical traditions and his new innovations. 
Ultimately, Davenant is the chief innovator of the theatrical Restoration, casting 
his counterpart Killigrew as the chief conservationist in the 1660s.  
After the death of Oliver Cromwell, the movement to restore the monarchy 
gained traction, as did the movement to restore theatre. In 1658, William 
Cartwright, the son of the Renaissance poet of the same name, re-published 
Thomas Heywood’s 1612 essay ​An Apology for Actors​. Cartwright didn’t alter the 
text, with the exception of one line that thanked Dulwich College for financial 
support. Instead Cartwright allows Heywood’s argument to speak for itself, 
advocating for the moral and educational advantages of theatre performance, 
emphasizing it as a necessity in English culture. There are a few prefatory prose 
pieces written by friends of Heywood, many of whom take particular pride in the 
theatre of England. In the 1612 publication, their full names are printed, but in 
Cartwright’s 1658 version, only the initials are printed. This could suggest a 
desire to separate Heywood’s argument from the Royalist leanings of other 
pro-actor literature, such as the Beaumont and Fletcher folio, instead directing 
focus onto the arguments themselves. One Arthur Hopton (A.H in this text) 
writes a poem entitled “To Them that Oppose this Work,” in which the author 
criticizes those who condemn theatre and call it worthless.  
Cease your detracting tongues contest no more, 
Leave off for shame to wound the Actors fame,  
Seeke rather their wrong'd credit to restore,  
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Your envy and detractions, quite disclaime:... 
 
What profit many may attaine by playes,  
To the most critticke eye this booke displaies,  
Brave men, brave acts, being bravely acted too,  
Makes, as men see things done, desire to do…. 
 
To call to Church, Campanus bels did make, 
Playes, dice, and drinke invite men to forsake: 
Their use being god then use the Actors well, 
Since ours all other Nations farr excell.  
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This piece is strikingly relevant in the late 1650s, despite the fact that it was 
written almost 50 years previously. The author argues that by seeing acts of 
virtue and bravery onstage, men will also desire to act morally and courageously. 
The rhyming couplets and alliterative phrases mimic the work of other dramatic 
poets, such as Beaumont and Fletcher. The author suggests in the final stanza 
that theatre doesn’t have to be in contrast to godliness, arguing that it is good to 
use the talents of actors for the glory of God and country. He also argues that the 
actors of England are far superior to other countries, which should be a point of 
pride for the nation, rather than one of shame. 
The next piece was written by the tragedian John Webster, who defends 
the value of poets in his poem “To his beloved friend Master Thomas Heywood”: 
“What a full state of Poets, have you cited/To judge your cause? and to our 
equall view/Faire Monumentall Theaters recited:/Whose ruines had bene ruin'd 
but for you.”  Webster describes England as a state of poets and artists, asserting 
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that actors enrich the English people and deserve respect and admiration. His 
alternate rhyme scheme places emphasis on the last line, which attributes the 
salvation of dramatic poetry to Heywood, without whom all theatre would be 
ruined, according to Webster. Other friends of Heywood, such as Richard 
Perkins, Christopher Beeston, and Robert Pallant write about how there are 
worse ways to spend one’s spare time than at a theatre. They argue that it is time 
well spent, because it supports a moral community in London, in contrast to 
gambling and drinking. Similar to the Beaumont and Fletcher folio, there is a 
dichotomy between those who want to monumentalize the poetry of the 
Renaissance with those who want to value and protect the work of the actors.  
Heywood finishes the prefatory material with a piece entitled “The Author 
to his Booke.” 
The world's a Theater, the earth a Stage,  
Which God, and nature doth with Actors fill,  
Kings have their entrance in due equipage,  
And some there parts play well and others ill.  
The best no better are (in this Theater,)  
Where every humor's fitted in his kinde,  
This a true subiects acts, and that a Traytor,  
The first applauded, and the last confin'd...  
 
...Some Citizens, some Soldiers, borne to aduenter,  
Sheepheards and Sea-men; then our play's begun,  
When we are borne, and to the world first enter,  
And all finde Exits when their parts are done.  
If then the world a Theater present,  
As by the roundnesse it appeares most fit,  
Built with starre-galleries of hye ascent,  
In which Jehove doth as spectator sit.  
And chiefe determiner to applaud the best,  
And their indevours crowne with more then merit.  
But by their evill actions doomes the rest,  
To end disgrac't whilst others praise inherit.  
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He that denyes then Theaters should be,  
 He may as well deny a world to me  
65
 
This piece reflects the sentiment that theatre is a microcosm for the rest of the 
world, reflecting back on the audience with empathy for fellow man. With God as 
a spectator, people act their parts and take their exits, all to be judged by His 
divine sovereignty, all of which is represented by theatre arts. Heywood describes 
how all people are cast in their own role, some as traitorous kings and others as 
adventuring seamen, but ultimately everyone is a part of the same “Theater.” 
Heywood then presents a logical converse: if the world is a theatre, then theatre is 
also a world. Theatre is not a world that denies reality or represents a place of 
fancy, but one that has its own reality and its own inherent value. The sonnet-like 
style is written in iambic pentameter, which places Heywood among his 1612 
contemporary poets. The last couplet speaks to Heywood’s own commitment to 
the theatre community, explaining that theatre is his entire world, as it is for the 
rest of the actors. If people believe that theatre shouldn’t exist, they are denying 
an entire world to members of the theatre industry, which is exactly who 
Heywood is trying to defend. 
Heywood’s ​Apology for Actors​ is a defense of the practice and study of 
acting, validating the value of theatre and its history. Heywood especially 
explains how theatre is a huge part of London’s culture, and should be respected 
as such. When Cartwright republished this text, he did so to remind the public of 
the value of London theatre, which is unlike any other industry in the world. In 
65 ​Heywood, Thomas. “The Author to His Booke.” In ​An Apology for Actors. Containing Three 
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1658, just after Cromwell had died and England was months away from the 
Restoration, Cartwright reminded people that theatre was still a very important 
part of England’s identity, regardless of the political landscape surrounding it.  
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Section V - “Brings back the Silver and the Golden Age” (1660-1665) 
1658-59 were tense transition years in London, as Parliament feuded over 
what should follow Cromwell’s government, with many supporters of the Army, 
the Protectorate, and the monarchy. Eventually, Royalist powers won out and 
Charles prepared for his return from exile on the Continent. With a new king, 
theatre triumphantly returned to the nation with excitement, though the last 
eighteen years had certainly altered the industry. 
Thomas Killigrew returned to London from exile in the summer of 1660, a 
few months before the king did. Killigrew had also served the monarchy during 
the civil war, and was closely associated with the court of Queen Henrietta 
throughout the early 1640s. He joined the Royalist camp at Oxford in 1643 and 
left the country shortly afterward. By 1647, he was part of the exiled Prince 
Charles’s circle, often travelling throughout the Continent to raise money for the 
Royalist cause. After the execution of Charles I, he was dispatched to Venice and 
other northern Italian states, acting as the resident of Prince Charles during the 
early 1650s. He later moved to the Hague and continued to serve Charles as a 
groom of the bedchamber, regulating his itinerary and company. While Davenant 
had remained in London during the 1650s, Killigrew spent his time building his 
relationship with the future king; both courses of action had benefits and 
disadvantages in the Restoration. 
On July 19, 1660, the king granted licenses to Killigrew and Davenant “to 
erect two playhouses, in places approved by the surveyor of the works, to control 
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the charges to be demanded, and the payments to actors &c, and absolutely 
suppressing all other playhouses.”  This suppression was not meant to crush 
66
down other theatre, but to provide a guided structure for the restoration of 
theatre in London. Charles II loved the arts, especially theatre, and wanted to 
ensure its quality in the Restoration. It is important to remember that there are 
not many experienced theatre practitioners alive at this point: fewer than ten 
men had significant theatrical experience from the Renaissance period. This 
license ensured that those men would work together to rebuild the London 
theatre community, rather than splinter and create ten different substandard 
companies.  
Another important shift in this period is the use of the word “actor” rather 
than “player” or “comedian;” this redefined the role of performers, legitimizing 
them by royal charter. The king later granted patents to the two companies in 
1662, which fully authorized the companies in their new venues, Davenant in the 
Lisle Tennis Court at Lincoln’s Inn Fields and Killigrew at the Theatre Royal at 
Drury Lane. The license granted the ability to build the venues and commission 
the managers, and the subsequent patent granted permission for the companies, 
though they had been performing publicly for almost three years. 
Killigrew’s company was called the King’s Men and Davenant’s was the 
Duke’s Men; however, unlike in the Renaissance, neither company was utterly 
superior to the other, creating an equal competition that furthered theatrical 
66
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development. The first two major challenges that faced the new generation of 
practitioners were that there were few trained actors and fewer venues. The 
Globe, the Blackfriars, the Fortune, the Hope, the Curtain, and the Swan theaters 
were entirely dismantled, and the Salisbury Court, the Cockpit, and the Red Bull 
were in various stages of disrepair. But nonetheless, on November 5, 1660, the 
King’s Men acted three days at the Red Bull before opening their interim venue at 
Christopher Gibbon’s Tennis Court at Vere Street with ​Henry IV, Part 1​ on 
November 8, 1660. This is the very same venue where Killigrew’s ​Claricilla​ had 
been raided in March of 1653; it seems fitting that the theatre industry should be 
reborn where it had once been dismantled. It is also worth noting that neither 
Theophilus Bird nor Christopher Beeston were associated with that particular 
production.  
The Duke’s company was not far behind, opening at the Salisbury Court on 
November 15, 1660 before moving to the Lincoln’s Inn Fields theatre in June 
1661, which Davenant had equipped with Webb’s moveable scenery, the first 
public theater to do so. The popularity of this innovation led the King’s Men to 
build scenic elements into the Theatre Royal, which opened in 1663 at Bridges 
Street. After the plague of 1665 and the Great Fire of 1666, which destroyed the 
Salisbury Court, the Cockpit, and the Red Bull theaters, large open-air theatres 
fell entirely out of fashion, to be replaced by more expensive indoor venues 
throughout London, some of which are still functioning today.  
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Before Charles II granted licenses to Davenant and Killigrew, another 
theatre manager attempted to create a new company in February 1660; John 
Rhodes assembled a company of young actors that began performing at the 
Cockpit, most famously revising ​Pericles, Prince of Tyre​ with Thomas Betterton 
as the lead. Rhodes had worked as a wardrobe master at the Blackfriars during 
the late Renaissance, and during the Intertheatrum period, he worked as a 
draper, bookseller and printer. Edward Kynaston, another famous Restoration 
actor, was apprenticed to Rhodes as a draper, and it is possible that Betterton was 
apprenticed to Rhodes during the 1650s as a bookseller.  Both of these 
67
professions relate to the theatre industry, as a printer could help print plays for 
publications and a draper could help construct specific costume pieces. Rhodes’ 
company was active during the spring and early summer of 1660, but was shut 
down after Killigrew and Davenant received royal licenses; the Duke’s Men was 
formed mostly of company members that Rhodes had recruited, with the 
exception of Kynaston, who worked with the King’s Men. In 1662, Rhodes formed 
another touring company that travelled for a few years outside of London until 
his death in 1665.  It is unclear what political favors were used to get Davenant 
68
and Killigrew royal licenses and deny one to Rhodes, but he was clearly edged out 
of the competition due to a lack of political connections with the king. However, 
Rhodes did discover the next leader of the Restoration stage in Thomas 
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Betterton, who would become one of the most famous actors in the history of the 
London stage.  
The King’s Men was mostly composed of any surviving actors from the 
Renaissance and Intertheatrum, led by Charles Hart and John Lacy, as well as 
William Cartwright, Michael Mohun, Nicolas Burt, and Walter Clun. Most of 
these men had only played boys roles in the Renaissance, but there is little to no 
documentation of their life during the 1650s, so it is possible that some of these 
men would have had more experience onstage. In contrast, Davenant’s company 
was made up of almost entirely novice performers, though many turned out to be 
extremely talented, especially Betterton. Davenant compensated for this 
inexperience by working with elaborate scenic designs and technical spectacles, 
inspired by John Webb’s work; he also adapted some of the most popular 
Renaissance plays into operas, or semi-operas, such as ​The Tempest​ and ​Romeo 
and Juliet​. These adapted productions were wildly popular and made a huge 
profit for the Duke’s Company. This then pushed the King’s Men to hire John 
Dryden as their resident playwright, and he wrote numerous heroic plays and 
operas for the company.  
Davenant’s first blockbuster success was ​Siege of Rhodes​ in June of 1661, 
which opened his Lincoln’s Inn Fields theatre, another product of the 
Intertheatrum. John Downes, a prompter for the company and author of ​Roscius 
Anglicanus​ (1708), one of the two historical records of Restoration theatre, 
remembers fondly: “[Davenant] Open’d his House with the said Plays having new 
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Scenes and Decorations, being the first that e’re were Introduc’d in England. Mr. 
Betterton, Acted Solyman the Magnificent; Mr. Harris, Alphonso; Mr. Littleton, 
Villerius the Grand Master; Mr. Blagden the Admiral; Mrs. Davenport Roxlana; 
Mrs. Sanderson Ianthe. All Parts being Justly and Excellently Perform’d; it 
continu’d Acting 12 Days without interruption with great Applause.”  Davenant 
69
appeared to retire his previous cast of musicians, instead moving forward into the 
new decade with a new cast of musically inclined actors. The success of 
Davenant’s new form of heroic opera marked a turning point in the Restoration; 
it was the first original work of the period and set the standard for a new age of 
theatrical innovation.  
With the theatrical transition of the 1660s came the subsequent rising 
ticket prices in London. As Davenant’s shows grew into large-scale operas, and 
indoor theatres became more popular, the price of a ticket also grew. Wright 
records how much cheaper prices used to be in the Renaissance period: “tho’ the 
Town [London] was then, perhaps, not much more than half so Populous as now, 
yet the the Prices were small (there being no Scenes).”  This price hike caused 
70
the lower and middle classes to slowly be excluded from theatres, eventually 
forming the eighteenth century tradition of theatre as a function of high society. 
This remains an issue in contemporary commercial theatre and is an unfortunate 
legacy from the Restoration. The Intertheatrum period shifted the theatrical 
culture from one of unruliness and immorality to one of poetic refinement, and in 
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doing so, prioritized the inclusion of upper classes. This new genteel audience 
was a product of this period, influenced by the Puritan ideals of the 
Commonwealth. So while the plays were still bawdy and the actresses could be 
lewd, no audience would dream of throwing a tomato at a performer. The actors 
seemed to have come through on their bargain in ​Actors Remonstrance​, 
promising to reform theatres and banish all wickedness from their culture if the 
industry could be restored.  
The way that the Restoration theatre movement emerged raises some 
questions: Why not form a single company with both Killigrew and Davenant 
managing the remaining actors? Why did all of the surviving Renaissance actors 
work with Killigrew and not Davenant? There are a few hypotheses for why 
Killigrew and Davenant’s companies split this way, the first being the possibility 
of creative differences. Davenant and Killigrew may have known each other well 
during the 1630s and early 1640s, but they had spent at least twelve years 
completely separate. While Killigrew was currying favor with the future king, 
Davenant was trying to bring opera to Commonwealth London. These men had 
dealt with the ban on theatre very differently, and so they probably had very 
different ideas about the future of English theatre, making them incompatible 
business partners. That is to say nothing about the creative differences between 
these managers and the actors. Charles Hart, Nicolas Burt, and Theophilus Bird, 
among many others, had actively participated in illegal theatre performances 
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throughout the Intertheatrum period and so would have their own opinions 
about how theatre should be performed in the 1660s.  
Another possibility is the fact the Killigrew’s company was named the 
King’s Men, which had been the superior company for all of English theatre 
history up to this point. Many actors may have chosen Killigrew’s company over 
Davenant’s simply because of the title of the company, rather than considering 
who was running it. Davenant had already started redeveloping theatre in 1656, 
but he had chosen to include singers rather than actors in those productions. This 
exclusion may have turned actors against Davenant for developing projects 
without them.  
It is also possible that Davenant didn’t want to work with experienced 
actors, because doing so comes with experienced egos; the Renaissance 
companies were run by actor-managers, rather than by playwright-managers, 
and so some returning actors may have wanted more creative control. By working 
with novice actors, Davenant could exercise more control over the company and 
his artistic vision of incorporating music and spectacle into theatre. During the 
Restoration, Killigrew left most of the day to day operations to the actors and to 
his son, who inherited the company after Killigrew’s death; in contrast, Davenant 
was very involved with his company throughout the rest of his life, and he 
maintained a consistent artistic trajectory with the Duke’s Men.  
Without more substantial evidence, it is hard to say why the companies 
formed this way. It certainly happened very quickly, as Davenant and Killigrew 
Staude 85 
got their licenses in July and opened their shows in November, so it may not have 
been as carefully planned as some would assume. It is important to remember 
how unprepared these men were to bring theatre back. The actors, playwrights, 
and designers were almost twenty years out of practice in producing shows for a 
public stage, and audiences didn’t know what to expect anymore. Because of this, 
there are some clunky mistakes during the 1660s, some due to plague and the 
Great Fire, and some due the errors of untrained, untested actors. John Downes 
records an incident during Davenant’s opera adaptation of ​Romeo and Juliet​.  
Note, There being a Fight and Scuffle in this Play, between the House of Capulet, and 
House of Paris ; Mrs. Holden Acting his Wife, enter’d in a Hurry, Crying, O my Dear 
71
Count!​ She Inadvertently left out, O, in the pronunciation of the Word ​Count​! Giving it to 
a Vehement Accent, put the House into such a Laughter, that London Bridge at low Water 
was silence to it.  
72
This vulgar, though hilarious story reminds one of the inexperience of these 
actors. It is too easy to categorize November of 1660 as the beginning of fully 
formed Restoration theatre, when really the theatrical traditions of the period 
were developed by a small group of men, and for the first time, women, who were 
attempting to re-establish an industry that many had presumed dead. They had 
to rebuild venues, companies, props, costume storage, and scenic elements; they 
had to train actors, stage keepers, wardrobe managers, doorkeepers, and 
apprentices, truly restarting an entire industry. Historian Andrew Gurr writes, 
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“When plays first returned to London in 1660, it was some time before new work 
appeared onstage, as one may expect...In the last three months of 1660 the old 
King’s plays made up seventeen of the twenty five plays that playgoers like Pepys 
recorded themselves as seeing.”  It took nearly 40 years to establish theatre as a 
73
part of London culture in the late sixteenth century, so one can assume it would 
take more than a matter of months to bring it all back.  
One of the first controversies the new companies faced was the issue of 
rights. Killigrew, leading the King’s Men, claimed exclusive rights to almost every 
popular play from the Renaissance, including plays written by Davenant himself. 
Davenant contested this and on December 12, 1660, was granted exclusive rights 
to Shakespeare’s ​The Tempest, Measure for Measure, Much Ado about Nothing, 
Romeo and Juliet, Twelfth Night, Henry VIII, King Lear, Macbeth, ​and ​Hamlet​, 
as well as John Denham’s ​Sophy​, Webster’s ​Duchess of Malfi,​ and his own works. 
Davenant also gained temporary rights to Shakespeare’s ​Pericles​ and Fletcher’s 
The Rule of Wife and Have a Wife, The Mad Lover, The Maid in the Mill, The 
Spanish Curate, ​and ​the Loyal Subject;​ these rights would expire in February of 
1661.  Davenant ultimately got these temporary rights because those are the 
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plays that John Rhodes had been rehearsing with this group of actors before 
Davenant gained control of the company.  Killigrew maintained the rights to 
75
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Othello, Julius Caesar, A Midsummer Night’s Dream, the Merry Wives of 
Windsor, ​and the ​Henry IV​ trilogy, as well as the entirety of Beaumont and 
Fletcher’s works. This edict also prevented actors from switching between the two 
companies, creating a distinct competition between the two managers. This 
rivalry drove much of the innovation of the Restoration period, as each company 
created their own distinct artistic vision: Davenant’s shows contained more 
spectacle, more music, and larger production values, while Killigrew’s focused on 
innovative acting and playwriting.  
As Killigrew and Davenant grew their own artistic visions, the industry 
changed around them. One of the most notable changes is the introduction of 
women to the public stage. Davenant had already worked with women in 
performance, with Ms. Catherine Colman singing Ianthe in his 1656 ​Siege of 
Rhodes​. French and Italian operas had used female performers for years at this 
point, and Charles II brought the Continental trend with him. The King’s Men 
opened ​Othello​ on December 8, 1660 with Peg Hughes playing Desdemona and 
Margaret Rutter as Emilia. Surprisingly, there was little outrage at this, and 
within a month, women were performing in almost every production. Even more 
curious was the fact that men also continued playing women’s roles throughout 
the early 1660s, most famously Edward Kynaston, whom Pepys called “the 
loveliest lady I ever saw in my life.”  After a generation away, theatre audiences 
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appeared willing and excited for the innovations the Restoration would bring. 
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Londoners seemed ready to embrace the novelty of a new theatre era, rejecting 
the Puritan stringency of the Intertheatrum period. Women entered the stage and 
quickly became some of the most beloved celebrities of their era; some became 
mistresses of prominent courtiers or, in Nell Gwyn’s case, the King himself. 
James Wright also mentions that there were some all-female performances, 
particularly of ​The Parson’s Wedding​, a notoriously bawdy play that mocks the 
Puritan traditions of temperance and chastity.  Some Londoners criticized these 
77
female Restoration actors, such as Elizabeth Barry and Moll Davis, but others 
simply adored them. There are records of men paying to sit in the actress’s 
dressing rooms to watch them change and carrying erotic paintings of their 
favorite actresses. 
There is one notable exception to this culture of impropriety: Mary 
Betterton (née Saunderson), the wife of Thomas Betterton. The first legal record 
of her is her marriage license to Thomas, dated on Christmas Eve, 1662. Their 
relationship was known to be one of mutual love and respect, and lasted for 
nearly 50 years, “in the strictest amity”  until Thomas’s death in 1710. Mary 
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Betterton played Ianthe to Thomas’s Solyman when ​Siege of Rhodes​ opened at 
Lincoln’s Inn’s Fields in 1661. Her two most famous roles were the Duchess of 
Malfi and Lady Macbeth, which she often played alongside her husband. Colley 
Cibber considered her “so great a Mistress of Nature” that she could “throw out 
those quick and careless Strokes of Terror from the Disorder of a guilty Mind 
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…with a Facility in her Manner that render'd them at once tremendous and 
delightful.”  After Davenant’s death in 1668, she and her husband led the Duke’s 
79
Men, living above the theater in their own apartment. They informally adopted, 
raised, and trained two young actresses: Anne Bracegirdle and Elizabeth Watson; 
Mary Betterton also taught acting to other young women, including the the royal 
Princesses, Anne and Mary. She is an excellent counterargument to those that 
claim that only whores and slatterns would act in a public house, and she and her 
husband were known for their respectability, talent, and class throughout 
Restoration London.  
Teaching young actors was obviously a huge component of the 
Restoration, as there were so few trained actors to begin with. John Lacy and 
Charles Hart were known to have taught many young actors with the King’s Men, 
Lacy primarily in dancing and Hart mostly in voice. But Davenant’s instruction of 
Thomas Betterton presents one of the most remarkable stories of this generation: 
“The Tragedy of ​Hamlet; Hamlet​ being Perform’d by Mr. Betterton, Sir William 
[Davenant] (having seen Mr. [Joseph] Taylor of the Black-Fryers Company Act it, 
who being Instructed by the Author Mr. Shaksepeur) taught Mr. ​Betterton​ in 
every Particle of it; which by his exact Performance of it, gain’d him Esteem and 
Reputation, Superlative to all other Plays.”  This legacy of education links 
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Shakespeare to Taylor to Davenant to Betterton, crossing over sixty years of 
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theatre history. And it is for that education that Taylor and Lowin strived. The 
community fought for theatre throughout the Intertheatrum period, despite the 
raids, arrests, and the fact that people forgot what theatre could be; the artists 
wanted to preserve the ability to have a link between Shakespeare and Betterton, 
one a creator of the Renaissance and one a patriarch of the Restoration. 
This triumphant return is perhaps best epitomized by the 1662 publication 
of Baker’s ​Theatrum Redivivum or the Theatre Vindicated​. This text remained in 
manuscript throughout the Intertheatrum period, only to be reborn with the 
theatre industry. The preface notes “well (Reader) seeing as we are (by the 
providence of Heaven) so happy as to be allowed the use of our own Eyes, and 
Reason again,”  commenting on the excitement of Restoration London. Free 
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from Puritan control, England re-entered the 1660s with hope, and a 
reincarnated English stage emerged from its dark ages. Even Baker’s title 
suggests a glorious resurrection, gloating over the defeat of the Commonwealth 
and those who would see theatres demolished. Despite the raids and the 
ordinances, the London theatre industry returned exultant and vindicated; these 
men had outlasted the Intertheatrum and passed on their knowledge to a new 
generation of practitioners.  
Although the beginning of the Restoration was certainly imperfect, it was 
not rudimentary either. Davenant and Killigrew were excellent playwrights, and 
Hart and Betterton were great actors. John Webb designed beautiful sets and 
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theaters because he had been taught by Inigo Jones. Lowin and Taylor had 
ensured that the works of Beaumont and Fletcher, Shakespeare, and Jonson 
would survive into the 1660s. When Charles II returned to London, a small 
theatre community awaited him, unsure of its next steps. But because of the work 
of the titans who preceded them, this small group was able to restore the industry 
and develop it into the next century. The lineage of theatre practitioners was 
marked by disputes, raids, frustrations, and defeats, but nonetheless, the 
dedication of a few artists was enough to ensure the survival of London theatre 
for generations to come. The Renaissance may have been a miracle, an era of 
creation and divine giants who trod the stages of London. But the community 
that supported that Renaissance fought back against tyranny and carved a place 
for itself in the heart of London. Because of the sacrifices of John Lowin and 
Joseph Taylor, and because of the resilience of Charles Hart and the resolve of 
William Davenant, Shakespeare’s ​Hamlet​ did not die with its author, and theatre 
never truly died at all.  
 
 
